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VOL.  III. 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN   THE 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 


IN 


HILARY  TERM, 

IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OP  THE  REION  OP  VICTORIA. 


GENERAL  RULE. 

Jan.  13,  1838. 
It  is  ordered,  That  the  1 7th  article  of  the  rule  made 
in  Hilary  term,  2  Will.  4,  for  regulating  the  practice  of  all 
the  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exche- 
quer of  Pleas,  be  from  henceforth  annulled,  and  that  in  all 
cases  special  bail  may  be  justified  before  a  judge  at  cham- 
bers, both  in  term  and  in  vacation. 

It  is  also  ordered,  that  no  rule  for  a  special  jury  shall  be 
granted  on  behalf  of  any  defendant  or  plaintiff  in  replevin, 
except  on  an  affidavit,  either  stating  that  no  notice  of  trial 
has  been  given,  or  if  it  has  been  given,  then  stating  the  day 
for  which  such  notice  has  been  given;  and  in  the  latter  case 
no  such  rule  is  to  be  granted,  unless  such  application  is 
made  for  it  more  than  six  days  before  that  day;  provided 
that  a  judge  may,  on  summons,  order  a  rule  for  a  special 
jury  to  be  drawn  up  at  any  time. 

VOL.  Ill,  B 


The  Judges  in  Banc  this  Term  were,  ^q^q^ 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Williams  J. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  CoLERIDGB  J. 

In  the  Bail  Court, 
Patteson  J. 


1838. 

Rules  of 
Court. 


CASES  IK  THE  QUEEN's  BENCH, 

It  is  further  orderedi  that  henceforth  every  Rule  of  Court 
delivered  out  in  vacation,  shall  be  dated  the  day  of  the 
month  and  week  on  which  the  same  is  delivered  out,  but 
shall  be  entitled  as  of  the  term  immediately  preceding  such 
vacation. 

(Signed)        Denman, 

N.  C.  TlNDAL, 

Abinoer, 
J.  A.  Park, 


J.  Parke, 

J.  B.  Bosanquet, 

£.  H.  Alderson, 

J.  GURNEY. 


Jan.  31,  1838. 

It  is  hereby  ordered.  That  on  and  after  the  4th  day 
of  this  present  Hilary  term,  all  affidavits  sworn  before  a 
commissioner  in  the  country,  or  a  judge  of  assize  on  the 
circuit,  be  read  in  the  several  Courts  of  Queen*s  Bench, 
Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  before  any  judge  of  the 
same,  or  any  of  the  masters  thereof,  in  like  manner  as  other 
affidavits,  and  without  obliging  the  party  filing  them  to 
obtain  copies  of  the  same. 

And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  all  affidavits  read  before  a 
judge  of  any  of  the  said  Courts,  or  before  a  master  of  the 
same,  shall  be  filed  with  a  master  of  the  said  Courts,  and 
be  alphabetically  indexed,  such  affidavits  to  be  delivered  to 
the  said  masters,  in  order  to  be  filed,  four  times  in  the  year, 
that  is  to  say,  the  last  day  of  each  term. 

(Signed  by  thejifieen  Judges.) 


RuleofCourr.  In  the  Queen's  Bench.  Jan..dl,  1838. 

Whereas  by  the  practice  of  this  Court  in  all  actions  of 
ejectment,  it  is  necessary  that  the  plea  and  consent  rule 
should  be  filed  at  the  chambers  of  one  of  the  judges  of  the 
same  Court. 

It  is  hereby  ordered,  That  from  and  after  the  last 
day  of  this  present  term,  the  said  practice  be  discontinued, 
and  in  all  such  actions  the  plea,  with  the  consent  rule  an- 


HILARY  TERM,   I  VICT. 

nexed  theretOi  be  delivered  in  like  manner  as  pleas  in  other 
actions,  the  defendant's  appearance  being  first  entered  with 
the  proper  officer,  as  heretofore. 


(Signed) 


Denman, 

J.  LiTTLEDALE, 

J.  Patteson, 


J.  Williams, 
J.  T.  Coleridge, 


1838. 


Rules  of 
Court. 


Kington  v.  Hack. 

JERVIS,  in  Hilary  term  last,  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ  de  contumace 
capiendo,  issued  in  this  cause  against  the  defendant,  should 
not  be  set  aside. 

By  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  had  libelled  the  defendant  in  the 
Consistory  Court  of  the  Bishop  of  Peterborough,  for  de- 
famation of  character.  Sentence  was  passed  against  the 
defendant,  during  his  presence  in  Court,  but  he  was  not 
admonished  to  take  out  of  the  registry  of  the  Court  a  sche- 
dule of  the  penance  to  be  performed  by  him.  The  defend- 
ant was  afterwards  served  with  a  reclamation  enjoined  by 
the  surrogate  of  the  Court,  to  be  performed  by  the  defend- 
ant, which  declared  that  the  defendant  should,  on  some  day 
before  the  return  thereof,  repair  to  the  minister's  house  at 
Brooke,  (to  which  parish  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  be- 
longed,) and  in  the  presence  of  a  minister,  and  also  in  the 
presence  of  the  plaintiff,  should  make  this  confession.  (Here 
followed  a  recantation  of  the  defamatory  words,  ending 
thus,)  "  now  I  do  hereby  humbly  ask  her  pardon,  and  do 
promise  to  behave  myself  towards  her  for  the  future,  in  a 
more  Christian-like  and  charitable  manner,  and  1  do  believe 
her  life  and  conversation  to  be  sober,  chaste,  and  honest." 
The  affidavit  then  set  out  that  there  was  no  minister's 
house  at  Brooke,  nor  any  vicarage  or  other  house  belong- 

b8 


January  llM. 

Where  a  writ 
dt  contumace 
aq>iendosei 
out  the  sea- 
tence  of  the 
Spiritaal 
Court,  which, 
among  other 
matters,  di* 
rected  certain 
costs  to  be 
paid  by  the 
defendant, 
the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench 
refused  to 

Jiuash  the  writ 
or  an  alleged 
invalidity  in 
the  sentence, 
as  to  the  other 
matters,  that 
part  of  it 
being  good 
which  awarded 
costs  against 
the  defendant, 
who  was 
therefore  in 
contempt  for 
the  non-pay- 
ment of  them. 
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1838.  ing  to  or  occupied  by  him,  and  concluded  with  setting  out 
the  writ  de  contumace,  stating  the  disobedience  of  the  de- 
fendant in  not  performing  the  penance  above  set  out,  *^  and 
also  in  not  paying  the  sum  of  25/.,  the  amount  of  the  costs 
and  expenses  made  and  taxed  in  this  cause,  and  decreed  to 
be  paid  to  the  said  plaintiff  by  the  said  defendant,  on  or 
before  the  said  20th  of  August,  for  the  costs  and  expenses 
incurred  by  her  in  the  cause,  which  was  promoted  by  the 
said  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  for  defamation,  which 
is  merely  ecclesiastical  or  spiritual." 

The  affidavit  in  answer  alleged,  that  the  defendant  was 
personally  admonished  to  take  out  a  schedule  of  the  penance 
enjoined  him,  and  stated  that  the  minister  of  Brooke  was 
the  Rev.  Jff,  Finch,  who  was  also  vicar  of  Oakham,  and 
that  the  chapel  of  Brooke  was  annexed  to  the  vicarage  of 
Oakham,  and  that  it  was  well  known  by  the  defendant,  and 
all  the  inhabitants  of  Brooke,  that  the  minister's  house  at 
Brooke  is  within  the  clerical  boundaries  of  the  vicarage  of 
Oakham. 

First  point:  Channel  now  shewed  cause.    The  first  ground  on  which 

The  defendant  j|,jg  ^,fit  jj  sought  to  be  set  aside  is,  that  the  defendant  was 

was  admo-  ,   ^  .       , 

nUhed.  never  admonished,  but  to  that  an  answer  is  given  that  he 

was  admonished.    Rex  v.  Mahy{a)  is  probably  relied  upon 
for  this  point,  but  in  that  case  the  defendant  was  sentenced 
to  the  usual  penance,  and  the  Court  held,  that  as  the  de- 
fendant could  not  know  what  that  consisted  of  without 
having  the  schedule,  he  was  not  in  contempt  for  disobeying 
it.  Here,  the  defendant  was  in  Court  when  sentence  was  pro- 
Second  point:  nounced,  and  the  sentence  was  specific.    The  second  point 
^desi^astical   ^^^^  "®i  ^^^^  ^^^  sentence  is  an  excess  of  jurisdiction,  as  it 
Court  discre-    requires  the  defendant  to  speak  to  the  good  character  of  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  sentence,  but  such  a  form  of  sentence 
has  been  under  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  and  was 
held  good  in  Birch  v.  Brown  (6).    The  third  point  relates 
to  the  misdescription  of  the  place  where  the  penance  is  to 

(a)  3  D.  &  R.  570.  (6)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  395. 
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be  perfonned.     [Lord  Detiman  C.  J.  What  power  can  tbe         1838. 
Spiritual  Court  have  to  direct  any  act  to  be  done  in  the 
house  of  a  third  party  ?]     Probably  they  may  have  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  house  of  a  minister;  but  whether  that  be  so 
or  not,  the  rule  cannot  be  made  absolute*  for  the  party  is 
in  contempt  for  non-payment  of  costs;  and  although  the  Tliird  point: 
sentence  may  be  bad  in  part,  it  might,  if  there  had  been  ge/tence  b**^ 
an  appeal,  have  been  quashed  in  part,  and  affirmed  in  the  good,  a  writ 
other  part.    The  plaintiff  has  succeeded  in  the  main  part  may  issae. 
of  her  suit,  namely,  in  clearing  her  character,  she  is  there- 
fore entitled  to  costs.    There  are  many  cases  in  which 
significavits  have  issued  for  contempt  in  non-payment  of 
costs. 

Jervis,  contri.  The  decision  in  Sirch  v.  Brown  (a)  has  Second  point, 
gone  too  far,  for  it  has  not  distinguished  between  the  two 
kinds  of  penance  enjoined  by  the  Spiritual  Court.  The  first 
is  pro  salute  auima,  and  to  that  the  statute  (A)  applies;  the 
other  is  for  the  redress  of  the  party.  In  the  older  editions 
of  3  Burn's  JEcc.  Law,  the  form  of  the  former  penance  is 
given.  It  is  absurd  on  tbe  face  of  it,  to  require  a  party  to 
make  declarations  as  to  the  character  of  a  person  at  a  period 
after  the  inquiry  has  taken  place. 

It  is  contended,  that  even  if  the  place  where  the  penance  Tlurd  point, 
is  to  be  performed  is  wrongly  stated,  still  that  forms  an 
objection  only  to  part  of  the  writ;  but  if  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  is  defective,  the  costs  which  follow  upon  that 
judgment  cannot  be  enforced.  The  Court  cannot  ascertain 
that  the  costs^  or  part  of  them,  are  not  imposed  in  respect 
of  that  very  matter  in  which  the  judgment  is  invalid.  The 
Court  had  no  power  to  impose  a  finei  as  they  have  in  the 
higher  sort  of  penance. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — ^The  first  question  ia,  whether 
the  defendant  was  admonished ;  upon  the  whole  of  tbe 
affidavits,  I  think  we  must  take  it  that  he  was,  though  it 

(o)  1  bowl.  p.  C.  895.  (6)  53  Geo.  3,  c,  19r. 
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18S8.  might  have  been  stated  with  more  clearaeas.  Then  on  the 
other  points  made,  if  upon  any  one  of  the  grounds  set  out 
in  the  rigmficavii,  the  defendant  is  in  contempt,  that  is  an 
answer  to  this  application.  Now  the  writ  states,  that  the 
defendant  has  disobeyed  the  orders  of  the  Court  in  not 
paying  the  costs  taxed  in  the  cause,  and  decreed  to  be  paid 
by  him.  This  is  a  precise  and  definite  order.  Therefore, 
whether  another  part  of  the  sentence  is  invalid  or  not,  the 
costs  are  well  awarded,  and  in  a  matter  where  we  must  take 
for  granted  that  the  Court  had  power  to  award  them. 
The  defendant  has  not  paid  those  costs,  and  upon  that  the 
writ  was  rightly  issued. 

LiTTLEDALE,  WiLLiAMS  and  CoLERiDGE  Js.  Con- 
curred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Ja^^fsth  "^^^  QOEEN  t;.  The  InhabitanU  of  Wye. 

Bv  an  order     %jjf  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  William 

of  two  justices,   o  • 

confirmed  on     Shrub$hall,  otherwise  SArubsolef  and  Mizabtth  his  wife, 

aSd^*  his*^'    ^""^"^  ^^^  parish  of  Doddington,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  to 
wife,  with  their  the  parish  of  Wye,  in  the  same  county;  the  sessions  con- 
(oamed  t'here-  ^"^^^  ^^  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on 
in,)  were  re-      the  following  case : — 
parish  of  W.         Dovid  Shrubsale,  otherwise  Shrubshall,  whose   settle- 

A  subsequent    ji^kent  was  in  Wve,  was  married  to  JSlizabeih  Femi,  whose 

order  was  ob-  ."^  . 

tained  for  the   settlement  was  m  Kennington,  at  the  parish  church  of  St. 

sSipari^'  Margaret's,  Rochester,  on  the  24lh  day  of  May,  1813.    By 

ofVV.,whowas  her  he  had  issue  fVilliam,  the  pauper,  and  several  other 

themarriage  children,  all  born  during  the  marriage,  in  the  parish  of 
of  D.  5.  and  E., 

and  nnemancipated  at  the  date  of  the  first  order,  but  was  not  named  in  it : — Ueld^ 
that  though  the  first  order  of  removal,  confirmed  on  appeal,  was  conclusive  as  to  all 
the  facts  stated  in  it,  it  was  competent  to  the  parish  of  VV.,  on  appeal  against  the  sub- 
sequent order,  to  shew  a  new  state  of  facts,  by  proving  that,  since  the  date  of  the  first 
order  of  sessions,  the  marriage  between  the  father  and  mother  of  W.  S.  bad  been  dis- 
solved bj  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  as  void  ab  initio,  so  as  to  defeat  his  derivative  set- 
tlement in  the  appellant  parish. 
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Eaatliog.  David  Shrub$ole  continued  to  reside  in  East-  jsdd. 
ling,  with  his  wife  and  family,  from  the  day  of  his  marriage 
until  the  month  of  March,  1833,  and  during  this  period  he 
frequently  recei?ed  relief  from  the  parish  of  Wye.  By  an  InhaWtants  of 
order  of  two  justices,  dated  June  6th,  1833,  he  was  re« 
moved  from  Eastiing  to  Wye,  together  with  his  wife  and 
six  children  therein  named,  by  the  description  of  David 
Skrubsole  and  Elizabeth  his  wife,  and  their  six  children 
(naming  them).  The  pauper  William  was  not  named  in 
the  said  order,  but  he  was  then  unemancipated,  and  had 
gained  no  settlement  in  his  own  right.  At  the  following 
Midsummer  sessions,  which  were  held  on  the  Sd  July, 
]83d,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Wye  entered 
and  respited  an  appeal  against  this  order,  which,  after 
being  again  respited  at  the  Michaelmas  sessions,  was 
confirmed  at  the  Epiphany  sessions,  on  the  31st  Decem- 
ber, 1833.  Previously  to  the  confirmation  of  this  order, 
the  churchwardens  of  Wye  commenced  a  suit  in  the 
Arches  Court  of  Canterbury,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling 
the  marriage  between  David  Shmbsok  and  his  wife,  and  on 
the  1st  May,  1834,  a  sentence  of  that  court  (a  copy  of  which 
accompanies,  and  is  to  be  taken  as  part  of  this  case  (a),) 
was  pronounced,  by  which  the  marriage  between  David 
Sbrubtole,  otherwise  Shrubshall,  and  Elizabeth  Fenny  was 
dissolved,  **  as  having  been  absolutely  null  and  void  from 
the  beginning,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  in  law  whatso- 
ever." The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were  of  opinion,  that 
the  order  of  removal,  by  which  David  Shrubsole  and  Eli' 
zabeth  bis  wife,  and  their  six  children,  were  removed  from 

(a)  The  decree  of  the  Eccletias-  Bkhard  SknUnoU,  brother  of  the 
tical  Court  purported  to  be  made  said  David,  pronounced  the  mar- 
in  a  suit  promoted  by  the  church-  riage  to  have  been  incestuous  and 
warden  of  the  parish  of  Wye,  and  unlawful,  and  that  the  same  should 
David  Shrubsole  and  Elizabeth  be  dissolved,  as  having  been  abso- 
ShrubmUf  otherwise  Peaa,  spin*  lutely  null  and  void  from  the  be^ 
ster,  falsely  calling  herself  Shrub'  ginning,  to  all  intents  and  pur« 
wU;  and  after  reciting  that  the  poses.  Dated  1  May,  1834. 
said  Fenn  was  the  daoghter  of  one 
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1838.  Eastliog  to  Wye,  having  been  confirmed  on  appeal^  was 
conclusive  of  the  pauper's  derivative  settlement  in  Wye 
from  the  said  David,  his  father.  The  question  for  the 
iDhaUtantsof  opinion  of  this  Court  is,  whether,  in  consequence  of  the 
dissolution  of  the  marriage  between  David  Shrubsole  and 
the  said  .  Elizabeth  (the  pauper's  father  and  mother) 
by  the  sentence  of  the  Arches  Court,  pronounced  subse- 
quently to  the  date  of  the  confirmed  order,  for  the  removal 
of  "  David  S/irubsok  and  Elizabeth  his  wife  to  Wye/'  the 
settlement  of  the  pauper,  and  consequently  that  of  his  wife, 
is  in  Eastling,  the  place  of  his  birth,  or  in  Wye,  as  a  deri- 
vative settlement  from  his  father.  If  this  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that  the  settlement  of  the  pauper,  upon  these  facts, 
is  in  Eastling,  the  order  of  sessions,  and  the  order  of  re- 
moval, are  to  be  quashed,  otherwise  the  order  of  sessions 
is  to  be  confirmed. 

Starr  and  Deedes  in  support  of  the  order  of  se8sions(£i). 
The  terms  used  in  the  decree  dissolving  the  marriage  will 
probably  be  relied  upon,  viz.  that  it  was  void  from  the  be- 
ginning, to  all  intents  and  purposes:  but  Wilmot  C.  J.,  laid 
down  distinctly  in  Evans  v.  Harrison  (6),  that  there  is  no 
distinction  between  "  void''  and  ''  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes."  As  the  case,  then,  stands,  it  appears  that  the 
marriage,  upon  which  the  first  order  was  pronounced,  was 
a  void  one;  but  the  order  for  removing  the  pauper  to  Wye, 
having  been  confirmed  on  appeal,  is  a  judgment  in  rem, 
and  therefore  conclusive.  It  is  quite  immaterial  that 
the  marriage,  upon  which  the  order  proceeded,  be  after- 
wards discovered  to  be  void.  Nymp^eld  v.  Woodches- 
ter(c),  Rex  v.  St.  Mary,  Lambeth  {d),  Rex  v.  Binegar{e), 
Rex  V.  "North  Featherton(J).  [Coleridge  J.  An  order  of 
sessions,  confirmed  on  appeal,  no  doubt  is  conclusive  on 

(o)  Saturday,  November  11th,  (c)  1  Burr.  B.C.  191;  2  Stra.  1173. 

before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patte-  (d)  6  T.  R.  615. 

tonyWilliana^  and  Coleridge,  Js.  {e)  7  East,  377. 

(6)  Wilmotc's Opinions,  146.  (J)  ^  ^^^'  ^^^  1^0* 
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all  who  are  named  or  implied  in  it;  but  this  pauper  is  not        1838. 
named^  and  you  must  shew  that  he  is  the  son  of  the  person    _.    ^ 
who  was  removed  with  his  family,  so  as  to  connect  him  v. 

with  the  order.]  Rex  v.  CatteraU^a)  shews  that  an  order  In>>abuaflUof 
of  removal  of  the  father  confirmed,  is  conclusive  as  to  the 
settlement  of  the  son,  although  the  son  be  not  named  in 
the  order.  [CoUridge  J.  The  onus  is  upon  you  to  shew 
that  he  is  the  son.]  The  case  states  him  to  be  the  son, 
and  to  be  born  during  the  marriage.  In  Rex  v.  St. 
Boiolph\  BishopsgateiP),  Ryder  C.  J.  said,  *'  A  legitimate 
child  has  a  right  to  its  parents*  settlement;"  and  for  the 
purposes  of  this  case,  this  pauper  is  legitimate.  So  in 
Rex  V.  St.  Mary,  Cardigan{c),  it  was  held,  that  the  settle- 
ment of  a  person  attainted,  acquired  before  the  attainder, 
was  communicated  to  children  born  afterwards;  and  in 
Rex  V.  Haddenhafn{d)  it  was  held,  that  a  settlement  might 
be  gained  by  a  person  even  after  attainder.  It  is  true  that 
in  Rex  v.  Lubbenham{e)  it  was  decided  that  a  parish  who 
had  granted  a  certificate,  acknowledging  a  pauper  and  his 
wife  to  be  their  parishioners,  might  shew,  on  an  appeal 
from  a  third  parish,  that  that  marriage  was  void ;  but  that 
case  proceeded  on  the  doctrine  that  an  estoppel  binds  only 
the  contracting  parties;  and  New  Windsor  v.  White  Wat- 
tham{f)  and  Rex  v.  HeQdcorn{g),  shew  that  the  certifying 
parish  could  not  prove  the  marriage  to  be  void,  on  an  ap- 
peal from  the  parish  to  which  the  certificate  was  granted. 
By  the  g9th  canon  the  marriage  in  question  was  null  and 
void;  the  parish  of  Wye  was  cognizant  of  that  fact,  and  the 
appellants  might  have  applied  to  dissolve  the  marriage  at  % 

an  earlier  period,  or  they  might  have  respited  the  appeal 
from  sessions  to  sessions,  until  a  decree  was  pronounced. 
As  it  is,  after  the  sessions  confirmed  the  order  of  removal, 
they  procured  a  decree  dissolving  the  marriage,  and  bas- 

(a)  6  M.  &  S.  83.  (c)  4T.  R.  851. 

lb)  Burr.  S.  C.  367.  (/)  1  Str.  186. 

(c)  6T.  R.  116.  (g)  Burr.  S.  C.  853. 
id)  15  East,  468. 
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1838.        tardizing  a  whole  family.     The  case  therefore  comes  within 

all  the  decisions  above  cited^  which  shew,  that  whether  the 

marriage  be  good  or  not,  the  only  time  for  impeaching  it  is 
Inbal^taou  of  ^^  ^\^^  hearing  of  the  appeal,  and  if  that  opportunity  be  let 

slip,  and  the  settlement  be  adjudicated  upon,  the  order  of 

sessions  then  made  is  conclusive. 

Shee  and  Breti,  contri.  The  decisions  relied  upon  to 
shew  that  a  marriage  adjudicated  upon  by  sessions,  cannot 
be  impugned  on  a  subsequent  appeal,  do  not  touch  the 
present  question.  In  all  those  cases,  the  facts  to  invali- 
date the  marriage  might  have  been  brought  forward  on  the 
first  ap|)eai.  It  was  lache$  in  the  parties  not  to  have 
brought  them  forward,  and  therefore  the  rule  of  law,  founded 
on  convenience,  is  laid  down,  that  a  second  trial  of  the 
same  question  shall  not  be  had  to  supply  the  negligence  of 
parties  at  the  first  trial.  In  this  case  no  evidence  could  be 
adduced  against  the  marriage  on  the  first  appeal,  it  took 
place  in  facie  ecclesia,  and,  until  dissolved,  it  was  a  good 
marriage,  and  the  issue  was  legitimate.  [Lord  Dennum  C.  J. 
You  contend,  then,  that  the  adjudication  may  be  got  rid  of, 
as  to  all  the  children,  named  or  not?]  That  is  the  proposi- 
tion  contended  for,  although  it  is  only  necessary  to  maintain 
tlie  distinction  pointed  out  from  the  bench,  that  the  pauper 
in  this  case  was  not  named  in  the  order,  and  that  the  facts 
shew  he  was  not  the  son  (legally)  of  the  person  who  con- 
tracted the  void  marriage.  It  is  clear,  as  a  proposition  of 
law,  that  though  an  order  of  removal,  confirmed  on  appeal, 
is  conclusive  as  to  the  settlement  at  the  time  of  the  order, 
any  subsequent  fact,  coupled  with  others,  may  be  given  in 
evidence  on  another  appeal  to  prove  a  fresh  setttement. 
Rex  V.  Bar  ham  {a),  Rex  v.  FiUongleyib).  In  all  the  cases 
referred  to  no  new  fact  was  submitted  in  evidence,  the 
marriage  could  have  been  shewn  to  be  void  on  the  first  as 
well  as  on  the  second  appeal.     Here,  the  decree  of  the  £c- 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  99.  (6)  S  T.  R.  709. 
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ciesiastical  Court  was  a  new  fact,  which  no  diligence  on  the         i838. 
part  of  the  appellants  could  ha?e  procured  on  the  fonner    -^^^(^^^ 

Xu6  \2VECN 

appeal.     As  to  respiting  the  appeal  from  sessions  to  set-  9. 

sionsy  it  was  not  competent  to  the  parties  so  to  do,  and  it  Inhabitants  of 
could  only  be  done  by  the  permission  of  the  Court.  On 
the  bearing  of  the  second  appeal  the  decree  of  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Court,  which,  on  this  question,  is  a  court  of  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction,  was  put  in  evidence,  and  therefore,  ac- 
cording to  the  decision  of  Eyre  C«  J.,  in  the  Ducheu  of 
KitigUo/i's  ca$e{a),  being  a  judgment  in  rem,  is  conclusive 
on  the  fact  of  the  marriage.  The  former  order  of  sessions 
was  not  a  judgment  on  the  marriage,  which  only  came  in- 
ddentally  before  them;  it  is  impossible,  therefore,  that  that 
order  can  be  conclusive  on  the  fact  of  marriage.  If  it  is 
not  conclusive,  a  subsequent  decree,  shewing  the  marriage 
to  be  void,  destroys  the  derivative  settlement  which  would 
have  been  obtained  through  Shrub$oie,  the  father,  if  the 
marriage  had  been  a  good  one. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Dbnman  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — In  this  case  the  pauper's  father  and  mother, 
as  man  and  wife,  with  their  six  children,  were  removed  by 
an  order,  naming  them,  and  dated  in  June,  1833,  from 
Eastling  to  Wye.  An  appeal  was  entered  and  respited  at 
the  following  July  sessions,  and  after  another  respite,  the 
order  was  confirmed  at  the  Epiphany  sessions,  December 
31st,  1833.  Pending  this  appeal,  and  before  the  confirma<^ 
tion  of  the  order,  the  churchwardens  of  Wye  had  instituted 
proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  to  annul  the  mar- 
riage between  the  father  and  mother  as  incestuous;  and 
on  the  1st  May,  1834,  by  a  decree  of  that  Court,  the  mar- 
riage was  for  this  reason  dissolved^  '*  as  having  been  abso- 
lutely null  and  void  from  the  beginning,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  in  the  law/'  At  the  date  of  the  order  the  pauper 
was  alive,  but  was  not  named  in  it  nor  removed  by  it.     He 

(a)  llSt.Tr.  261. 
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ISSSL  was  born  duriog  the  existence  of  the  marriage ;  and  at  that 
date  was  onemancipated  and  without  any  acquired  settle- 
ment. He  was  now,  by  the  order  at  present  in  question^ 
^'**^"**  ^  removed  to  Wye ;  and  the  only  point  which  we  have  to 
consider  is,  whether  the  first-named  order,  with  proof  that 
the  pauper  was  bom  during  the  existence  of  the  marriage, 
conclusively  proves  a  derivative  settlement  for  him  in  the 
parish  of  Wye.     Our  opinion  is,  that  it  does  not. 

The  judgment  of  the  Conrt  of  Quarter  Sessions,  npon  the 
former  appeal,  decided  directly  the  settlement  of  the  per- 
sons  included  in  the  order ;  and  this  being  a  judgment  in 
rem,  was  conclusive  not  only  between  the  parties,  but  against 
all  die  world.  In  order  to  arrive  at  this  judgment  as  to  so 
much  of  it  as  affected  the  wife  and  children,  it  was  necessary 
for  the  Court,  and  within  its  competence,  to  examine  into 
and  determine  both  the  (act  and  legality  of  the  marriage. 
And  although  the  last-mentioned  matter  was  only  inciden- 
tally within  the  cognizance  of  a  temporal  court,  and  therefore 
it  might  have  seemed,  according  to  the  judgment  delivered 
by  De  Grey  C.J.  in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  the  trial  of  the 
Dueheu  of  Kingston  (a),  that  the  order  was  no  eridence 
with  regard  to  it  in  any  future  proceeding;  yet  numerous 
cases  have  decided  that  orders  of  removal,  unappealed 
against  or  confirmed  on  appeal,  are  not  only  evidence,  but 
conclusive  as  to  all  the  facts  mentioned  in  them,  and  which 
are  necessary  steps  to  the  decision.  Marriage,  and  the 
legitimacy  of  children,  are  among  the  facts  as  to  which  this 
rule  has  been  upheld ;  and  it  has  been  extended  to  the  case 
of  a  child  emancipated  at  the  date  of  the  order ;  Rex  v. 
Catterall  (6) ;  and  even  to  that  of  children  unborn  at  the 
time;  Nymptfield  v.  W6odche$ter {c),  and  Rex  v.  St. Mary, 
Lambeth  (d).  These,  and  many  other  cases,  have  formed 
a  class  which  has  settled  the  practice  at  quarter  sessions ; 
and  it  is  so  especially  desirable,  with  regard  to  this  branch 

(a)  11  St.Tr.  261.  (c)  1  Burr.  S.  C.  19t,  and  2 

(b)  6M.  &S.  83.  Stra.  1172. 

(d)  6T.R.615. 
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of  the  law^  to  avoid  all  uncertainty  and  all  subtle  distine*         1838. 
tions,  that  we  should  upon  no  account  think  ourselves  justi-      /^^ 
fied  in  throwing  any  doubt  upon  these  decisions.  v. 

The  principle,  however,  on  which  these  cases  mainly  ^"^ha^ianu  of 
proceed,  is  a  perfectly  sound  one, — that  a  matter  once  ex- 
amined into  and  decided  by  a  competent  tribunal,  shall  not 
be  re-agitated  and  in  effect  shewn  to  have  been  decided 
erroneously  upon  new   evidence,  which   either  could   or 
could  not  have  been,  but  in  fact  was  not  produced  upon  the 
former  hearing.    And  accordingly  it  is  observable,  that  in 
all  the  cases  where  the  conclusive  effect  of  the  former  order 
has  been  disputed,  it  has  been  the  object  of  the  party  ten- 
dering the  rejected  evidence  to  procure  a  contrary  decision 
tipon  the  same  state  of  facts  by  throwing  new  light  upon  them. 
Thus,  for  example,  in  Nympsfield  y.Woodchester{a),Bnd  Rex 
V.  St. Mary,  Lambeth{b)f  the  marriages  were  in  fact  equally 
as  void  at  the  respective  dates  of  the  prior  orders  as  of  the 
later;  but  the  evidence  failed  to  prove  them  so.    If  the  new 
and  better  evidence  had  been  .admitted  on  the  second  ap» 
peal,  the  effect  must  have  been— not  indeed  to  destroy  thd 
legal  effect  of  the  former  adjudications  on  the  points  de- 
cided, i.  e.  the  settlement  of  the  parties  actually  removed-— 
but,  by  shewing  them  to  have  been  erroneously  decided,  to 
take  away  their  effect  upon  settlements  derivative  from  the 
former;  and  the  Courts  have  rightly  said,  **  the  opportunity 
for  this  is  past."     But  in  the  case  now  before  the  Court,  a 
new  state  of  facts  has  arisen  since  the  former  decision.    An 
incestuous  marriage,  until  avoided  by  the  sentence  of  the 
Court  Christian,  is  voidable  only,  and  remains  valid  to  all  civil 
purposes.    The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
havmg  passed  before  the  sentence  pronounced,  was  there- 
fore correct  in   fact  and  in  law.      No   alteration  of  the 
evidence,  consistent  with  the  state  of  facts  then  actually 
subsisting,  ought  to  have  made  any  difference  in  it.     Had 
the  incest  de  facto  been  ever  so  clearly  made  out,  still  the 
marriage  must  have  been  held  valid,  the  children  legitimate, 

(a)  1  Barr.  S.  C.  191,  aod  8  Stra.  1172.         (6)  6  T.  R.  615. 
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and  all  the  civil  consequences  as  to  the  settlement  of  the 
wife  and  children  named  in  the  order  must  have  followed. 
Whatever  therefore  has  been  decided  upon  the  then  exist- 

"wrE."  ^'  ^°8  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  remains  unimpeached. 

But  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  now  comes  in  question 
for  the  first  time ;  and  it  is  admitted  that  he  has  no  settle- 
ment  in  Wye,  except  upon  proof  that  he  is  the  legitimate 
son  of  his  father.    The  former  order,  with  proof  of  the  date 
of  his  birth,  is,  no  doubt,  prim&  ficie  evidence  of  his  legiti- 
macy.    But,  suppose  the  appellants  had  tendered  evidence 
that  his  father  bad  been  absent  in  America  for  a  year  before 
his  birth,  while  the  mother  was  in  England,  in  order  to 
shew  him  a  bastard, — can  it  be  doubted  that  such  evidence 
would  have  been  receivable?     ft  would  have  contravened 
no  fact  found  or  matter  decided  by  the  former  order;  it 
would  merely  have  cut  the  link  which  connected,  primi 
facie,  his  settlement  with  that  found  by  the  former  order.    It 
does  not  appear  to  us  that  the  evidence  tendered  in  the 
present  case  differs  at  all  in  principle  from  that  just  sup- 
posed.    The  appellants  admit  the  former  case  rightly  de» 
cided,  that  the  settlement  was,  as  there  found,  and  the  mar* 
riage  then  valid ;  but  they  say  the  decree  of  the  Ecclesiasti- 
cal Court  shews  that  the  pauper  is,  and  always  was,  a  bas- 
tard.    Whatever  be  the  conclusiveness  of  a  former  order  on 
the  facts  found  by  it,  it  cannot,  in  point  of  time,  extend 
beyond  its  date;  it  conclusively  shews  the  state  of  facts 
then  existing,  and  declares  the  law  that  results  from  it.    But 
what  is  so  shewn  conclusively  then,  may  not  continue ;  a 
change  of  circumstances  may  occur,  to  which  the  former 
finding  is  inapplicable. 

We  are  of  opinion  therefore  that,  consistently  with  all  the 
former  decisions,  and  desiring  in  no  way  to  break  in  upon 
them,  the  sessions  were  wrong  in  refusing  the  evidence  ten- 
dered ;  that  the  respondents  did  not,  by  their  proof,  make 
out  conclusively  a  derivative  settlement  in  Wye;  and  conse- 
quently that  the  order  must  be  quashed. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 

Council,  in  a  suit  of  Chesterton  and  another  t^.  Far- 

LAE.  ,  ^^^'  , 

January  X9th. 

CrESSWELL,  in  Michaelmas  tcnn  last,  had  obuined  a  P*  defendant 

had  been  li- 
rule,  calling  upon  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  belled  in  the 

Council  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  Court  fw'iw^^ 
issue  to  them  to  prohibit  the  said  Judicial  Committee  and  payment  of  a 
tbephmtiffs  in  the  above  suit  from  further  proceeding  in  he^aUeg^ln 
the  matter*  l»«  answer 

By  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  it  ap-  ^as  retrospec- 
peared  that  in  June,  1835,  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  church-  ||^*^ng®  ^^^^ 
wardens  of  St.  Mary  Abbotts,  Kensington,  instituted  a  suit  that  the  rate' 
in  the  Consistory  Court  of  London,  against  the  defendant,  J^^^I^^J^tive 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  certain  church  rate.    The  rate  but  alleged 
in  question  was  made  on  the  28th  June,  1833,  and,  as  set  applied  to  the 

out  in  the  plaintiffs'  libel,  was  expressed  to  be  for  repairinfr,  payment  of  ac- 
.  .  ,  ,.         .  r!  counts  for  the 

cleansmg,  preservmg,  supporting,  and   amendmg  the  said  current  year: 

parish  church ;  and  for  and  towards  the  defraying  and  indem-  [|!^*'^^f  ^[ 

nifying  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of  and  from  astical  Court 

all  incidental  costs  and  expenses  they  may  be  at  or  put  unto  piab[|ff> ,  an. 

touching  or  concerning  the  said  office  of  churchwardens,  swer.    The 

at  4d.  in  the  pound,  according  to  the  yearly  rent  or  yearly  pealed  to  the 

value  of  the  same,  for  the  year  from  Lady-day,  1833,  to  Court  of 
T     ,     ,  ...  ,     .  .  ,      Arches,  Who 

Lady-day,  1834,  which  assessment,  and  the  monies  to  be  reversed  the 

collected  therefrom,  are  to  be  duly  accounted  for  according  ^cfcndwltthen 

to  law.  appealed  to 

The  answer  put  in  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant's  councir^and 

allegation  was  rejected  by  Dr.  Lushington,  the  judge  of  before  any 

the  Consistory  Court,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiffs  appealed  ^ere  taken 

to  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  from   this  decision,  VP^p^**! 

which  the  learned  judge.  Sir  Herbert  Jenner,  overruled,  for  a  prohibi- 

and  admitted  the  plaintiff's  articles  of  proof  in  support  of  jjj'a"  there  was 

it.    The  affidavit  then  stated,  "  that  thereupon  the  said  no  ground  for 

William  Farlar  duly  appealed  from  the  said  decision  of  the  ^J©  Court  ' 

would  intend 
that  the  Privy  Council  would  decide  the  appeal  properly. 
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1838.        Arcbes  Court  to  his  late  Majesty  in  Coancil,  and  that 
^"^^"^^      thereupon  such  appeal  was  duly  referred  to  the  Judicial 
9.  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  and  that  upon  such  ap- 

Judicial       p^gi  3Q  j  reference  this  suit  has  become  and  now  is  depend- 
che  Pkivt     ing  before  this  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council.** 
Council.  jg^  ^^   articles  and  answers  eihibited  in  the  Spiritual 

Courts,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  resisted  the  rate  on 
four  grounds :  1.  That  the  rate  was  made  for  purposes  un- 
connected with  the  church;  2.  That  it  was  unequal;  3. 
That  it  was  not  made  upon  all  the  rateable  property  in  the 
parish ;  4.  And  principally  that  the  rate  was  retrospective. 
The  answer  of  the  plaintiflf  (which  was  rejected  by  Dr. 
Lushingtotij  but  admitted  by  Sir  Herbert  Jenner),  admitted 
the  rate  to  be  in  part  retrospective,  but  alleged  that  it  was 
applied  principally  to  current  accounts  of  tradesmen  for  the 
preceding  year. 

Cause  was  shewn  against  this  rule  by  Holt  in  Michael- 
mas term  last  (Nov.  23rd),  and  again  on  this  day  by 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett.  The  only  question  to  be  decided  now 
is,  whether  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  have 
jurisdiction  over  the  validity  of  a  church  rate?  If  they  have, 
there  is  no  pretence  for  a  prohibition^  for  they  have  taken 
no  step  in  the  matter,  and  consequently  have  done  nothing  in 
derogation  of  the  common  law.  Supposing  the  judgment  of 
Sir  Herbert  Jenner  to  be  erroneous,  the  Court  will  intend 
that  the  Privy  Council  will  overrule  it.  The  2  &  3  fVill.  4, 
c.  92,  expressly  transfers  all  the  powers  of  the  High  Court 
of  Delegates  to  her  Majesty  in  Council ;  and  the  spiritual 
courts  not  being  inferior  courts,  as  was  distinctly  laid  down 
in  Bodenham  y.  Rickettsia),  this  Court  will  not  interfere 
by  prohibition,  unless  there  is  an  excess  of  jurisdiction,  or 
matters  are  inquired  into  only  conusable  at  common  law. 
The  subject-matter  of  this  appeal  is  within  the  cognizance 
of  the  spiritual  courts,  and  the  Privy  Council  have  taken 
no  step  whatever  so  as  to  call  for  the  interference  of  this 

M  4  A.  &  £.  43d. 


Council. 
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Court.     On  this  view  of  the  question  it  is  unnecessary  to         1838. 
contend  for  the  validity  of  the  rate(fl).  J^^'^C^ 

V, 

Cresswell  and  Chandless,  contrA.  It  cannot  be  contended^   ^  Judicial 

'  ^  '    Committee  of 

after  Darby  v.  Cosens{b),  that  a  party  is  precluded  from  ob-  the  Pbivy 
taining  a  prohibition  because  he  has  appealed  to  a  superior 
Court.  It  may  often  happen  that  a  party  is  obliged  to  ap- 
peal to  enable  himself  to  obtain  prohibition;  for  if  the  sen- 
tence is  against  him  in  the  court  below^  it  would  be  too 
late  to  apply  for  prohibition  unless  he  appeal.  No  answer 
is  made  to  the  aflSdavit  of  the  defendant,  that  the  church- 
wardens commenced  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and 
that  it  is  now  pending  before  the  Privy  Council.  It  must  be 
assumed  upon  that  allegation,  that  all  has  been  rightly  done 
in  order  to  bring  the  matter  before  that  Court.  When  it  is 
said  that  this  is  a  matter  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance,  and 
therefore  that  prohibition  does  not  lie,  there  are  numerous 
authorities  to  shew  that  a  retrospective  rate  like  the  present 
is  bad.  [Coleridge  J.  Do  you  contend  that  a  bad  church 
rate  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  spiritual  courts  ?] 
Whenever  it  appears  that  the  only  question  at  issue  is  the 
enforcement  of  a  rate  which  is  bad  at  common  law,  this 
Court  will  interfere  by  prohibition.  In  Byerltf  v.  Win" 
dus{c)t  Bayley  J.  observes,  "When  once  it  appears  by 
the  proceedings  in  tlie  spiritual  court  that  the  prescription 
(which  was  the  matter  at  issue  in  that  case),  instead  of 
being  admitted  is  disputed,  and  that  the  parties  are  in  pro- 
gress to  bring  its  existence  to  trial,  the  prohibition  is 
grantable  at  once.''  It  appears  equally  in  this  case,  that 
the  only  struggle  in  the  Privy  Council  is  to  enforce  a  rate 
which  is  bad  at  common  law. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — The  question  in  dispute  here  was 

(a)  HoLl^  in  Michaelmas  term,  that  part  of  the  argument, 
contended  for  the  validity  of  the  (6)  1 T.  R.  552. 

rate,  but  the  decision  of  the  Court  (c)  7  D.  &  R.  564;  ;S.  C.  5  D. 

renders  it  onnecessnr;  to  go  into  &  C.  1. 

VOL.  111.  C 


The  Queen 

V. 
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1838.  as  to  the  validity  of  a  church  rate«  which  is  clearly  a  matter 
of  ecclesiastical  cognizance,  and  it  was  taken  before  the  Ju« 
dicial  Connmittee  of  the  Privy  Council  as  an  appeal  by  the 
Judicial  Ygfy  party  who  now  requires  a  prohibition  to  restrain  them 
the  Privy  from  hearing  it.  Assuming,  as  we  must  do^  that  that  is 
Council.  ^  ^^^^^^  ^f  appg^j  f^^^  the  spiritual  court,  we  are  also 
bound  to  assume  that  they  will  decide  rightly  the  question 
brought  before  them.  The  case  of  Byerly  v.  Windus  (a), 
which  has  been  cited  as  an  authority  for  the  prohibition, 
appears  to  us  to  furnish  a  distinct  principle  on  which  it 
should  be  refused,  for  it  lays  down,  that  when  the  subject- 
matter  is  originally  of  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction,  prohibition 
does  not  go,  unless  the  spiritual  court  is  about  to  try  some 
matter  conusable  only  at  common  law.  The  subject-matter 
of  this  suit,  on  the  contrary,  is  within  the  conusance  of  the 
spiritual  courts ;  they  are  bound  to  keep  within  the  rules  of 
the  common  law  in  forming  their  decision;  and  this  Court 
cannot  imply  that  they  will  decide  wrongly. 

LiTTLBDALB  J. — ^There  is  no  doubt  that  the  validity  of 
a  church  rate  may  be  inquired  of  in  the  ecclesiastical  courts. 
The  party  applying  for  the  prohibition  has  himself  carried 
it  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  on 
appeal,  and  has  thereby  admitted  that  they  have  cognizance 
of  the  subject-matter.  Before  this  Court  can  interfere,  it 
should  be  seen  that  the  court  below  has  decided  wrongly, 
or  is  about  to  entertain  some  question  conusable  only  at 
common  law.  This  case  does  not  fall  under  either  of  these 
predicaments. 

Williams  J. — The  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy 
Council  is  substituted  by  the  2  8c  3  Will  A,  c.  92,  for  the  High 
Court  of  Delegates,  and  is  therefore  now  the  court  of  appeal. 
Nothing  erroneous  has  yet  taken  place  in  that  Court, 
and  it  would  be  quite  contrary  to  the  usual  tenor  of  legal 
presumption  to  assume  that  any  erroneous  decision  will  be 

(a)  7D.&R,564;  5.C.5B.&C.  1. 
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arrived  at.  If  any  error  had  been  committed  against  the  rules         1838. 

of  the  common  law,  this  Court  would  probably  interfere.        J^^^lT^^ 
'  ^  ^  The  QuEEK 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  Mr.  Co^^^jJJggjjf 
CresstDelts  argument  were  maintainable,  we  should  be  re-  the  Privy 
quired  to  lay  down  a  rule  that  would  tend  to  oust  the  eccle- 
siastical courts  of  all  jurisdiction  whatsoever.  In  every 
case  there  is  a  right  and  a  wrong  side  of  the  question,  and 
if  we  were  to  side  always  with  what  we  deem  the  right,  and 
issue  a  prohibition  to  prevent  those  Courts  from  arriving  at 
a  conclusion  which  we  consider  wrong,  the  consequences 
which  I  have  pointed  out  would  arise.  Nothing  has  yet 
been  done  in  those  Courts  in  derogation  of  our  common 
law  jurisdiction,  so  as  to  call  for  our  interference. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs  (a). 

(ff)  See2Rol.Abr.319,(N.S),       hnd  by  appeal,  prohibitioD  does 
ace.  that  where  remedy  may  be      not  lie.    C^rA*s  case. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Recorder  of  the  Borough  of 

Carmarthen.  Saturday, 

January  13/A. 
An  appeal  against  the  borough  rate  for  this  borough,  in  Under  sect.  92 

the  nature  of  a  county  rate,  had  been  lodged  at  the  quarter  pa/ Corpora- " 

sessions  for  the  borough  on  the  24lh  February,  1837,  and  tiou Act,  which 

II  '111  .    K*^^  nn  ap- 

was  respited    to  the  next  quarter  sessions  held  on  17th  pealagaiubt 

jf  gy  the  borough 

^'  rate,  and  em- 

Due  notice  of  the  appeal  was  served  on  the  respon-  powers  the  re- 

dents(i).     But,  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  it  was  ob-  anAterahJe 

jected,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  that,  under  the  pro-  ^^^  s&nie  as  in 

the  case  of  an 

(b)  The  respondents  were  the  mayor,  town  clerk,  high  constable,  any^counu"^' 
charchwardens,  and  overseers.  rate,  notice  of 

the  appeal  to 
the  town  clerk  is  sufficient,  as  he  is  the  officerof  the  town  council,  who  made  the  rate. 

c  2 


The  QuEEK 

V. 
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visions  of  the  57  Geo,  3,  c.  94,  s.  2,  notice  of  the  appeal 
should  have  been  served  on  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the 
borough,  and  that  he  should  have  been  made  a  party. 
Carmartuek.      rpij^  fccordcr  was  of  this  opinion,  and  dismissed   the 
appeal. 

£,  F.  Williams  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  in  Trinity 
term  last,  for  a  mandamus  to  the  recorder  of  the  borough 
of  Carmarthen,  to  cause  continuances  to  be  entered  in 
this  appeal,  and  to  hear  and  determine  the  same,  cause 
was  now  shewn  against  it  by 

Chilton.  The  question  is,  whether  sect.  92  of  5  &  6 
Will,  4,  c.  76,  which  authorizes  the  levying  a  borough  rate, 
and  gives  an  appeal  against  it,  applying  all  the  provisions 
of  the  acts  relating  to  county  rates,  does  not  require  notice 
of  the  appeal  to  be  given  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the 
borough,  as  the  57  Geo,  3,  c.  94,  s.  2,  does  to  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  of  the  county.  By  sect.  103  of  5  &  6  WilL  4, 
whenever  there  is  a  separate  court  of  quarter  sessions  in 
any  borough,  a  clerk  of  the  peace  is  to  be  appointed;  the 
notice,  therefore,  should  have  been  given  to  him.  It 
seems  to  have  been  thought  that  giving  notice  to  the  town 
clerk  would  suffice,  but  that  does  not  satisfy  the  words  of 
the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  94,  s.  2.  The  5o  Geo,  3,  c.  51,  which 
was  an  act  to  amend  an  act  of  Geo,  2,  for  the  regulation  of 
county  rates,  did  not  require  any  notice  to  be  given 
of  an  appeal.  It  was  amended  by  the  56  Geo,  3,  c.  49, 
sect.  5  of  which  requires  the  appeal  to  be  made  to  the  next 
quarter  sessions,  and  fourteen  days'  notice  of  it  to  be  given, 
but  does  not  specify  to  whom  the  notice  is  to  be  given.  Then 
the  57  Geo,  3,  c.  94,  s.  2,  requires  the  fourteen  days'  notice 
to  be  given  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  All  these  acts  are 
made  applicable  to  an  appeal  against  a  borough  rate  at  the 
quarter  sessions  of  the  borough.  And  by  sect.  103  of  5  8c  6 
WilL  4,  c.  76,  there  cannot  be  a  recorder  to  a  quarter  ses- 
sions without  a  clerk  of  the  peace.  Notice,  therefore, 
should  be  alwavs  given  to  him. 
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E.  V.  Williams,  contr^.     Sect.  02  confers  three  distinct        1838. 
powers: — 1st,  the  power  to  make  a  borough  rate;  2nd,  the      /^"Y^"^^ 
power  of  appealing;  Srd^  the  power  in  the  recorder  to  hear  v. 

and  determine  the  appeal.  The  power  of  appeal  is  given  CAftMABTnEN. 
absolutely,  without  any  notice  or  other  condition  being  re* 
quired,  in  like  manner  to  the  power  of  appeal  given  by  55 
Geo,  3,  c.  51.  The  power  to  hear  and  determine  the  ap- 
peal is  quite  a  distinct  clause  from  the  power  of  appealing, 
and  therefore,  although  the  words  of  the  section  authorize 
the  recorder  to  hear  and  determine  the  appeal,  "  as  in  the 
case  of  an  appeal  against  any  county  rate/'  those  words 
are  not  to  be  imported  into  the  clause  which  gives  the 
power  of  appeal  absolutely.  The  57  Geo,  3,  c.  94,  s.  2,  re- 
quiring notice  on  a  county  appeal  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
is  no  where  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act.  It  is  contended,  therefore,  that  under 
this  section  no  notice  is  required  at  all;  and  no  inconveni- 
ence would  arise  from  this  construction  of  the  act^  for  the 
recorder  may  make  any  rule  of  practice  as  to  the  notice  to 
be  given  before  he  will  hear  an  appeal.  But  whether  no- 
tice is  required  or  not,  it  is  impossible  to  import  all  the 
requisites  for  a  county  appeal  into  a  borough;  for  the  57 
Geo,  3,  requires  that  notice  is  to  be  given  to  the  constable 
of  the  hundred;  in  a  borough  there  is  no  such  officer. 
Again,  there  may  be  an  appeal  in  a  borough  against  a 
boroagh  rate  where  there  are  no  quarter  sessions,  and  there- 
fore no  clerk  of  the  peace  to  whom  it  can  be  given. 

Since,  therefore,  a  literal  compliance  with  the  requisites 
of  the  statute  is  impossible,  it  is  sufficient  if  there  be  a 
substantial  compliance.  Now  the  reason  why  the  particular 
persons,  to  whom  the  stat.  57  Geo,  3,  c.  9*^*  requires  notice 
to  be  given,  were  selected,  is  obvious.  Notice  is  to  be 
given  to  the  hundred  constable,  because  he  is  to  collect  the 
rate  when  made.  It  is  to  be  given  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  because  he  is  the  officer  of  the  justices  in  quarter 
sessions  who  made  the  rate.  But  the  council  are  the  par- 
ties who  make  the  borough  rate,  and  the  town  clerk  is 
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18S8.        their  officer,  standing  in  the  same  relation  to  the  council, 
the  makers  of  the  borough  rate,  as  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
V.  does  to  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions,  the  makers  of  the 

Cabmaethbh.  county  rate.  The  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  borough  is  in 
no  respect  the  officer  of  the  makers  of  the  borough  rate : 
he  is  the  officer  of  the  quarter  sessions  of  the  borough,  and 
not  of  the  council;  and  notice  to  him  would  be  altogether 
nugatory.  Admitting,  therefore,  that  the  stat.  57  Geo.  3 
applies  to  appeals  against  borough  rates,  its  requisites  as 
to  notice  have  been  in  this  case  substantially  complied 
with;  because  notice  has  been  given  to  the  town  clerk,  the 
officer  and  professional  adviser  of  the  council,  the  makers 
of  the  rate. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  think  that  the  recorder  should 
enter  continuances  in  this  case  and  hear  the  appeal ;  for  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  notice  which  has  been  sent  is  suffi* 
cient,  as  it  has  been  served  upon  the  town  clerk,  who  is 
the  servant  of  the  parties  who  made  the  rate,  and  who, 
therefore,  received  it  through  him.  The  9^  sect,  applies 
the  provisions  of  the  statutes  relating  to  county  rates  to 
borough  rates,  but  uses  the  expression  "  as  near  thereto  as 
the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit;"  we  must,  therefore, 
look,  not  to  the  actual  words^  but  to  the  principle  and  spirit 
of  the  previous  enactments.  I  think  the  town  clerk  is  the 
proper  person  on  whom  the  notice  should  be  served,  and 
not  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  for  he  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  town  council  or  the  making  of  the  rate. 

At  the  same  time  I  should  be  sorry  to  have  it  supposed 
that  no  notice,  as  has  been  contended,  is  necessary.  In 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Recorder  ofPoole{a),  it  was  distinctly 
understood  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  county  rate  acts, 
as  far  as  they  are  applicable,  applied  to  rates  in  boroughs. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — I  also  think  that  notice  is  necessary. 
The  57  Geo.  3  requires  the  notice  to  be  sent  to  the  clerk  of 

(tf)  1  Nev.  &  Per.  756. 
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the  peace^  but  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in  a  borough  has  uot        1838. 

the  same  functions  as  the  clerk  of  a  county  with  resard  to      ^"^^^^^ 

....  TheQoBEif 

a  county  rate;  the  town  clerk  m  that  respect  answers  to  v. 

the  description.     I  therefore  think  notice  upon  him  is  suf-  CARMAaTHBK. 

ficient. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  proper 
notice  in  this  case  has  been  served  upon  all  parties,  except 
upon  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  When  we  look  at  the  words 
of  sect.  92  of  5  8c  6  Will,  ^,  "  as  near  thereto  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  will  admit/'  it  is  impossible  to  resist  the 
weight  of  the  argument,  that  some  of  the  provisions  of  the 
county  rate  statutes  were  not  intended  to  be  applied.  All 
that  is  required  is^  an  approximation  to  what  is  pointed  out 
in  them  to  be  done  in  an  appeal  against  a  county  rate.  I 
think  that  what  has  been  done  in  this  instance  satisfies  the 
statute. 

Coleridge  J. — I  think  that  notice  is  requisite  to  be 
given  under  this  act,  and  that  in  this  case  notice  has  been 
given.  The  words  in  sect.  9^,  which  enable  the  recorder 
to  hear  and  determine  the  appeal,  and  to  award  relief  in 
the  premises,  as  in  the  case  of  an  appeal  against  any 
county  rate,  must  be  thrown  back  upon  all  the  powers 
given  in  the  section  with  regard  to  the  rate,  and,  if  so,  they 
include  the  condition  of  a  notice  being  given  as  in  the 
case  of  a  county  rate.  But  as  the  section  only  requires 
those  acts  to  be  complied  with,  as  nearly  as  the  nature  of 
the  case  will  admit,  a  compliance  in  substance,  not  in 
terms,  is  all  that  is  required.  The  reason  why  the  legisla- 
ture required  notice  to  be  given  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
io  counties  is,  because  he  is  the  officer  of  the  magistrates 
by  whom  the  rate  was  made,  and  on  whom  it  would  be 
highly  inconvenient  to  serve  the  notice.  This  act  separates 
the  duties  of  making  the  rate  and  of  hearing  the  appeal 
against  it;  on  whom,  therefore,  ought  the  notice  of  appeal 
to  be  served?  it  is  clear  that  it  ought  to  be  on  those  who 
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1838.  made  the  rate.     Notice,  therefore^  ought  to  be  given  to  the 

Tlie  QuEEM  ^^^^ "  council,  who  made  the  rate,  and  it  has  been  given  to 

V,  them  through  the  town  clerk,  who  is  their  officer. 

CAnMABTlJ£ir. 

Rule  discharged. 


iWtfy,  GiLLETT  V.  Abbott. 

Jan.  \bth, 
Declamtion,  DECLARATION— that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  &c,,  by  a 
ture  recltinK""  ^^^^tain  indenture  made  between  the  defendant.  A,  B.  and 
ihnt  bjr  a  Drior  others,  of  the  first  part — the  defendant,  said  A,  2J.  and 
liffhad  been  Others,  of  the  second  part — the  defendant  and  others,  of 
uu^erola  ^^^  ^'""^^  part— the  plaintiff,  of  the  fourth  part-  and  the 
company  defendant  and  L.  ^.  C,  of  the  fifth  part, — which  said  inden- 

blfshei  ihe^"  *"''®»  ^^^'^^  ^Ith  the  seal  of  the  defendant,  and  bearing  date 
defendant  co-  a  certain  day  and  year  therein  mentioned,  to  wit,  the  day 
indemnify  the   °*^^  ^^^^  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  now  brings  into  Court  here. 

plaintiff,  on  After  reciting  that  by  a  certain  other  indenture,  bearing 
retiring  from  .  o  -r  « 

his  trustee-       date  on  or  about  the  25th  day  of  March,  1 836,  and  made 

liaSht  at-^^^  between  the  several  parties  whose  names  are  thereunto 
tachingtohim  subscribed,  and  whose  seals  are  thereunto  affixed  (except 
and"ihat'^n*ifa-  ^^^  several  persons,  parties  thereto,  of  the  second  and  third 
biliijr  hadso  parts,)  of  the  first  part— the  defendant  and  said  T.  //.,  of 
which  the  de-  ^''^  second  part — and  said  J,  B,  and  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
!f ^^'  '*"^  third  part, — certain  covenants  and  provisoes  were  entered 
dcmnify  him.  into  by  and  between  the  said  parties  thereto  for  the  esta- 
Siiy  hV*""^  blishment  and  regulation  of  the  I^ndon  Patent  Cork  Ma- 
question  was  nufactory,  and  by  virtue  thereof  the  said  Jeremiah  Barrett 
the  plaintifif  as  ^"^  '^^  plaintiff  became  the  trustees  thereof;  and  also  fur- 
shareholder,  iher  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  was  desirous  of  retiring  and 
trustee:—  being  discharged  from  the  said  trusts;  and  that  the  parties 
aSsbn'i^*^^  to  the  said  first-mentioned  indenture,  of  the  third  part,  were 
the  plea  of  the  desirous  that  said  defendant  and  said  L,  S.  C.  should  be 
referred *^to  In    *''"®^®^-'  '"  *'^®  place  and  stead  of  said  plaintiff  and  said 

the  recitaJ,  did  Jeremiah  Barrett,  and  that  said  Jeremiah  Barrett  should 
not  dispense 

with  the  production  of  the  deed  in  evidence,  in  order  to  shew  the  nature  of  the  trusts 
created  by  ». 
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also  retire  from  said  trust.     And  that  it  had  been  agreed 
that  the  plaintiflF  should  enter  into  such  covenants  as  are  in 
said  first-mentioned  indenture  after  contained^  and  in  consi- 
deration thereof  should   have  such  immediate  and   other 
release  and  indemnity  as  are  thereinafter  also  contained; 
and  that  said  defendant  and  said  L.  S,  C.  had  agreed  to 
concur  in  said  arrangement,  and  to  accept  said  trust,  the 
defendant  did  covenant,  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  that  he,  the 
defendant,  the  said  A.  B,  and  others,  their  heirs,  executors 
or  administrators,  some  or  one  of  them,  should  and  would, 
from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter^  well  and  suf- 
ficiently save  harmless  and  keep  indemnified  the  plaintiff, 
his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  and  his  and  their 
estate  and  effects,  real  and  personal,  of  and  from  all  actions, 
suits,  loss,  costs,  charges,  damages  and  expenses  whatsoever 
by  reason  of  or  in  anywise  concerning  the  trusts  of  the 
aforesaid  deed  of  settlement  or  other  aforesaid  deeds  or 
instruments,  or  any  of  them,  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence 
of  his  having  been  such  trustee  as  aforesaid.     And  it  was 
by  the  said  first-mentioned  indenture  further  agreed,  that 
upon  the  execution  of  said  first-mentioned  indenture  said 
plaintiff  should  deliver  to  said  defendant  and  said  L.  S,  C, 
as  such  new  trustees  as  aforesaid,  all  the  funds  and  property 
of  said  London  Patent  Cork  Manufactory  in  his,  said  plain- 
tiff's, possession,  or  under  his  control,  save  and  except  the 
several  deeds,  which  were  to  remain  in  the  custody  of  said 
plaintiff,  his  executors  or  administrators,  until  performance 
of  the  covenants  of  the  other  parties  in  said  first-mentioned 
indenture  contained,  as  by  said  indenture,  reference  being 
thereto  had,  will  more  fully  appear.  Averment  of  performance 
by  plaintiff.  Breach,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  inden« 
ture,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  certain  persons  carrying  on  business  by 
the  name  and  firm  of  J.  and  /S.,  to  whom  said  London  Pa-* 
tent  Cork  Manufactory  was  indebted  in  a  large  sum,  to 
wit,  Sec.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  before  the  making  of 
said  indenture,  by  said  J,  and  S.^  to  and  for  the  use  of  said 


25 


1838. 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN^S  BESCH, 

inatiufactory,  and  for  which  said  debt,  so  due  and  owing  to 
said  J.  and  S.,  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  and  in  consequence 
of  his  having  been  trustee  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  London 
Patent  Cork  Manufactory,  was  liable  to  said  J,  and  S,, 
demanded  of  and  from  the  plaintiff  payment  of  said  debt| 
to  wit|  &c.,  and  then  threatened  to  commence  legal  pro- 
ceedings against  the  plaintiff  for  the  recovery  thereof;  of  all 
which  several  premises  the  defendant  and  said  A.  B,  and 
others  then  had  due  notice,  and  were  then  and  each  of  them 
was  requested  to  pay  said  debt,  to  wit,  &.c.  and  to  indem- 
nify or  save  harmless  the  plaintiff  against  the  same;  but  the 
defendant  and  said  A.  B.  and  others,  and  each  and  every  of 
them,  then  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and  by 
reason  thereof  the  plaintiff  was  then  obliged  to  pay,  and 
then  did  pay,  said  debt  so  due  and  owing  from  said  London 
Patent  Cork  Manufactory,  to  wit,  8cc.  to  said  J,  and  S* ; 
and  the  plaintiff  avers  that  the  same  was  a  loss,  charge, 
damage  and  expense  occasioned  by  reason  of  and  concern- 
ing the  trusts  of  the  aforesaid  deed  of  settlement,  and  by 
reason  of  and  in  consequence  of  his,  the  plaintiff's,  having 
been  such  trustee  as  aforesaid  :  and  that  the  same  was 
not  occasioned  by  the  wilful  act,  default,  or  procurement  of 
him,  the  plaintiff.  And  so  the  plaintiff  says  &c«,  to  plain- 
tiff's damage  of  lOOZ. 

Plea, — that  the  plaintiff  became  and  was  liable  to  said 
alleged  debt  to  said  .7.  and  S,,  by  reason  of  his  being,  when 
the  same  occurred,  a  partner  and  shareholder  in  the  said 
company  and  partnership  in  said  indenture  and  declaration 
mentioned^  and  therein  called  the  London  Patent  Cork  Ma- 
nufactory, without  this,  that  said  plaintiff  was  liable  to  said 
J«  and  S.  for  said  debt  so  due  and  owing  to  said  J.  and  5. 
by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  his  having  been  trustee  as 
aforesaid  of  said  London  Patent  Cork  Manufactory,  or  that 
said  loss,  charge,  damage  or  expense,  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  was  a  loss,  charge,  damage  or  expense  occa- 
sioned by  reason  of  or  concerning  the  trusts  of  the  aforesaid 
deed  of  settlement,  or  by  reason  of  or  in  consequence  of  hii, 
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the  plaintiff 's«  having  been   such  trustee  as  aforesaid^  in         1838. 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  hath  in  his  said  declaration 
in  that  behalf  above  alleged ;  and  of  this  said  defendant  puts 
himself  upon  the  country,  8cc. 

At  the  trial  of  this  cause,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at 
Guildhall,  at  the  sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  term,  it  was 
proved  for  the  plaintiff  that  he  and  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Barreit,  conducted  the  business  of  the  Patent  Cork  Com- 
pany, at  Holland  Street,  Blackfriars,  under  the  names  of 
Barren  and  Gilleit.  Certain  goods  were  supplied  to  the 
Company  on  the  credit  of  Messrs.  Barrett  and  Gillett, 
which  they  were  obliged  to  pay  for.  It  was  proved  also, 
that  the  defendant,  who  was  a  shareholder,  used  to  come 
frequently  to  the  premises  in  Holland  Street,  and  inspect 
the  books,  and  that  he  complained  that  more  business  was 
not  done.  It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  as  the 
plaintiff  claimed  in  his  character  of  trustee,  the  deed  which 
created  the  trusts,  and  which  was  in  part  recited  in  the  deed 
of  indemnity  declared  upon,  ought  to  be  produced.  His 
lordship  was  of  this  opinion,  and,  as  the  deed  was  not  forth- 
coming, directed  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A,  G.  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  non- 
suit and  for  a  new  trial.  It  is  admitted  by  these  pleadings 
that  the  plaintiff  was  trustee  for  the  Cork  Company, — that 
with  his  co-trustee  he  had  possession  of  the  funds  of  the 
Company, — that  the  debt  in  question  was  incurred  for  the 
Company,  and  that  the  plaintiff  jtoid  it.  The  only  issue 
raised  was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  tiot  liable  to  the  debt ''  as 
such  trustee  as  aforesaid."  The  evidence  offered  was  quite 
sufficient  for  a  jury  to  decide  upon.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  he  was  liable  as  a 
trustee  or  as  a  shareholder  of  the  Company.  If  there  had 
been  any  evidence  of  the  goods  being  supplied  to  him  as 
trustee,  I  should  have  left  it  to  the  jury;  but  there  was 
none ;  and  I  considered,  as  the  trusts  were  created  by  deed, 
and  that  deed  was  incorporated  in  the  deed  of  covenanti  the 
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1838.  instrument  ought  to  be  produced,  in  order  to  see  what  they 
were.]  It  being  proved  that  the  Company  had  the  goods, 
it  was  evidence  for  the  jury  that  he  had  ordered  them  for 
the  Company,  as  it  is  recited  in  the  deed  of  indemnity  that 
the  plaintifF  had  been  trustee  for  the  Company. 

Besides,  as  the  defendant  was  a  party  to  the  former  deed, 
it  was  unnecessary  to  call  the  subscribing  witness  to  it. 
[Coleridge  J.  Would  that  fact  enable  you  to  dispense  with 
proof  as  to  more  than  the  part  set  out?  Mr.  Starkie (a) 
lays  down,  that  if  the  defendant,  by  his  plea,  admit  the  exe- 
cution  of  a  deed,  he  only  admits  so  much  as  is  recited  in 
the  declaration;  and  if  the  plaintiff  relies  on  other. recitals, 
not  specified  in  the  declaration,  he  must  prove  the  execution 
of  it ;  and  for  this  position  he  cites  Williams  v.  Sill$  (Jb)  and 
Watson  V.  King  (c).]  Those  cases  rest  upon  no  principle ; 
for  the  only  object  of  proving  the  execution  of  a  deed  is  to 
establish  its  identity:  when  a  defendant  once  admits  that, 
on  what  ground  can  it  be  necessary  to  prove  it  for  some 
other  recital  in  the  deed  ? 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — I  think  there  should  be  no  rule  in  this 
case.  A  trust  may  be  created  by  a  verbal  appointment ; 
but  when  it  appears,  as  in  this  case,  that  it  was  created  by 
deed,  the  instrument  ought  to  have  been  produced,  in  order 
to  shew  what  the  trusts  were.  It  might  be  that  they  did  not 
authorize  the  contracting  any  debt  for  the  Company.  I 
also  think  that  proof  of  execution  cannot  be  dispensed  with, 
because  a  part  of  the  deed  not  relied  upon  is  recited  in  the 
deed  of  covenant  declared  upon. 

Williams  J. — It  would  appear  here  that  the  plaintiff* 
was  both  a  trustee  and  a  shareholder  of  the  Company;  and 
it  certainly  seems  ambiguous  in  which  character  he  carried 
on  the  business  of  the  Company.  But  the  question  being, 
whether  his   liability  accrued  as   trustee,   it  became   ue- 

(a)  2  Stark,  on  Ev.  Sd  ed.  247.  (c)  4  Camp.  2^2. 

\h)  2  Camp.  519. 
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cessary  to  shew  the  deed  by  which  his  trusteeship  was 
created. 

Coleridge  J. — The  precise  issue  raised  was,  the  cha« 
racter  under  which  the  plaintiff  became  liable  for  the  debt 
in  question.  As  soon  as  it  appeared  that  he  referred  his 
liability  to  his  character  as  trustee,  it  was  essential  to  pro- 
duce  the  deed  creating  it;  and  I  think  there  was  not  enough 
of  it  recited  in  the  declaration  to  waive  due  proof  of  exe- 
cution. 
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Lord  Dbnman  C.J. — Unless  we  are  prepared  to  over- 
rule the  two  cases  referred  to  (a),  we  must  hold  that  proof 
of  the  deed  was  necessary ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
in  the  situation  to  produce. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  Wiliiamt  v.  Sills,  Watson  ▼.  King,  ante,  28. 


TiSDELL  v.  COMDE. 

JLRESP ASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  dwel- 
ling-house  and  distraining  his  goods.    Plea:  not  guilty. 

By  the  consent  of  the  parties  the  following  facts  were 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  under  3  8c  4  Will.  4, 
C.43. 

The  plaintiff  has  been  for  some  time  the  master  of  a 
Gravesend  and  London  steam  vessel,  called  the  Star,  and 
the  defendant  is  a  magistrate.  On  the  19th  September, 
1834,  the  defendant,  as  such  magistrate,  issued  a  warrant  to 
levy  on  the  plaintiff  3L,  for  a  conviction  under  7  8c  8  Geo,  4, 
c.  Ixxv  (local  and  personal),  for  navigating  the  said  Star 
upon  the  river  Thames,  below  London  Bridge,  at  Lime- 
house,  at  a  greater  rate  than  five  miles  an  hour. 

The  following  bye-law,  upon  which  the  conviction  took 


Tuesday, 
Jan.  16th. 

Under  sect.  57 
of  the  Water- 
man's  Act  (7 
&  8  Geo.4,  c. 
Ixxv),  the  court 
of  mayor  and 
aldermen  are 
enabled  to 
make  bye- laws 
for  the  regula- 
tion of '<k^at8, 
vessels  and 
other  craft  to 
be  rowed  or 
worked  within 
the  limits  of 
the  act:"-— 
Held,  that 
these  words 
include  steam- 
boats. 
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place^  was  made  at  a  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the 
city  of  London,  in  April,  1828. 

"  That  no  steam  boat  or  vessel  shall  navigate  upon  the 
said  river  between  London  Bridge  and  the  eastern  limits  of 
Limehouse  Reach,  at  any  greater  rate  or  speed  than  at  and 
after  the  rate  or  speed  of  five  miles  or  knots  in  an  hour ; 
and  if  the  owner,  master,  pilot,  or  other  person  having  the 
management  or  command  of  any  such  steam-boat  or  vessel, 
shall  navigate  the  same  within  the  last-mentioned  limits  at 
any  greater  rate  or  speed  than  as  aforesaid,  he  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  for  every  such  offence  any  sum  not  exceeding 
five  pounds." 

By  sect,  57  of  7  8c  B  Geo.  4,  c.  Ix«v,  intituled,  "  An  Act 
for  the  better  Regulation  of  the  Watermen  and  Lightermen 
on  the  River  Thames,  between  Yantlet  Creek  and  Wind- 
sor," it  is  enacted,  *'  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  court 
of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and  they  are  hereby  empowered, 
from  time  to  time,  to  make  and  set  down  in  writing  such 
rules  and  bye-laws  as  they  shall  think  proper,  for  the  go- 
vernment and  regulation  of  the  said  company,  and  their 
widows  and  apprentices,  and  the  boats,  vessels,  and  other 
craft  to  be  rowed  or  worked  within  the  limits  of  this  act, 
and  to  annex  reasonable  penalties  and  forfeitures  for  a 
breach  of  such  rules  and  bye-laws  respectively,  not  exceed- 
ing the  sum  of  5L  for  any  one  offence,  provided  the  same 
rules  or  bye-laws  be  not  inconsistent  with  any  of  the  laws 
of  this  kingdom,  or  the  provisions  and  directions  in  this 
act  contained,  or  any  of  them ;  and  also  from  time  to  time 
to  alter,  amend,  repeal,  or  make  void  such  rules  and  bye- 
laws,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  rules  or  bye-laws  which  shall 
have  been  made  at  any  time  or  times  by  the  said  court  of 
master,  wardens,  and  assistants,  and  approved  and  allowed 
as  hereinbefore  and  hereinafter  is  mentioned,  so  as,  after 
the  making,  altering,  amending,  and  repealing  thereof  re- 
spectively, the  said  rules  and  bye-laws  to  be  made  by  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  alderman,  and  every  such  altera- 
tion, amendment,  and  repeal  of  any  such  rules  or  bye-laws. 
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or  of  any  rules  or  bye-laws  to  be  niade,  allowed^  or 
amended  by  the  said  court  of  master,  wardens,  and  assist- 
ants, and  approved  or  repealed  by  the  said  court  of  mayor 
and  aldermen,  be  allowed  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  bye-law  in  question  was  duly  allowed,  as  required 
by  the  act  of  parliament.  The  plaintiiF  is  a  freeman  of  the 
Waterman's  Company.  The  Star  is  of  the  registered 
burden  of  187  tons.  It  is  not  licensed  under  sect.  41  of 
the  firsts  mentioned  act,  but  under  the  3  8c  4  Will,  4,  c.  55, 
and  in  its  certificate  of  registry  is  denominated  a  ship  or 
vessel. 

The  question  for  the  Court  is,  whether  the  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  had  power,  under  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c. 
lixv,  to  make  the  above  bye-law;  judgment  to  be  entered 
accordingly. 
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TiBOELL 
V. 

Combe. 


Cletnby  for  the  plaintiff  (a).  As  sect.  57  of  the  Water- 
men's Act  gives  the  power  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen  to 
impose  penalties,  it  must  receive  a  strict  construction  from 
the  Court.  The  title  of  the  act,  which  is  ^'  for  the  better 
Regulation  of  Watermen  and  Lightermen  on  the  River 
Thames/'  the  silence  as  to  steam-boats  in  every  part  of 
the  act,  and  the  words  of  the  clause  in  sect.  57,  **  the  boats, 
vessels,  and  other  craft  to  be  rowed  or  worked,"  shew  that 
steam-boats  were  not  contemplated  by  the  legislature  at 
all.  The  word  "  vessels,"  is  no  doubt  of  larger  import 
than  **  boat,"  but  the  rule  of  construction  is,  that  words  of 
more  general  meaning  following  words  of  limited  applica- 
tion, are  to  be  restricted  to  classes  ejusdem  generis;  Sandi* 
man  v.  Breach{b),  Casher  v.  Holmes(c),  All  the  provisions 
of  the  act  seem  to  apply  to  boats  navigated  by  watermen 
only,  and  the  word  ''  vessel"  is  always  used  with  the  same 
limited  signification  as  boat.  Thus  sect.  36  enacts  that 
"  no  apprentices  shall  have  the  sole  care  of  any  boat  or 


(a)  In  Michaelmas  term  last, 
before  Lord  Denmun  C.  J.,  Paiteson, 
WiUiamSf  and  Coleridge  Js. 


(6)  9D.  &R.  79<J;  S.C.  7  B. 
&  C.  96. 

(c)  S  B.  &  Ad.  593. 
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other  vessel/'  eicept  under  certain  conditions.  In  sect.  37 
there  is  a  distinction  drawn  between  a  *'  ship  or  vesseU** 
which  might  include  steam-boats,  and  the  craft  contem- 
plated by  this  act.  It  enacts  that  no  one  but  a  member  of 
the  Waterman's  Company  shall  ply  any  wherry,  lighter,  or 
other  craft  from  or  to  any  ship  or  vessel,  for  hire,  within 
the  limits  of  the  act.  The  inference  from  all  these  provi- 
sions is  obvious,  that  if  the  legislature  intended  to  include 
such  an  important  subject  as  steam-boats  within  their  pro- 
visions, they  would  have  been  mentioned  by  name. 

No  one  appearing  for  the  plaintiff,  the  case  stood  over 
till  this  term,  when  the  Court  heard 


Ryland,  contrsk.  Sect.  57  gives  the  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  power  to  make  bye-laws  for  all  boats,  vessels,  and 
other  craft  to  be  rowed  or  worked  on  the  River  Thames. 
A  steam*boat  is  a  vessel  worked  on  the  river  so  as  to  come 
within  these  words;  but  even  if  the  words  of  that  section  were 
not  large  enough,  sect.  106(a)  extends  the  powers  given  to 
the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  to  all  lighters,  boats,  and 
vessels  in  the  river.  '^  Craft*'  is  a  word  of  large  significa- 
tion, and  is  defined  in  Falconer's  Marine  Dictionary  as  "  a 
general  name  for  all  sorts  of  vessels  employed  to  load  or 
discharge  merchant  ships,  or  to  carry  alongside  or  return 
the  stores  of  men  of  war,  such  as  lighters,  hoys,  barges, 
&c.  He  defines  "  vessel"  to  be  **  a  general  name  given  to 
the  different  sorts  of  ships  which  are  navigated  on  the 
ocean,  or  on  canals  or  rivers.  It  is,  however,  more  par- 
ticularly applied  to  those  of  the  smaller  kind,  furnished 


•  (a)  Sect.  106  enacts,  "  that  the 
powers  given  by  this  act  to  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen 
to  make  rules  and  bye-laws,  to  be 
allowed  as  aforesaid,  shall  extend 
and  are  hereby  extended,  and  may 
be  applied  to  the  government  and 
regulation  of  the  western  barges, 
ferries,  or  lighters,  boats,  and  ves- 


sels of  woodmongers,  and  owners 
of  lay-stalls,  chalk  hoys,'gardcners, 
fishermen,  and  ballastmen,  and  all 
other  lighters,  boats,  and  vessels 
in  the  said  river,  within  the  limits 
of  this  act,  although  otherwise 
exempted  from  the  provisions  of 
this  act/' 
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with  one  or  two  masts."  The  rule  of  construction  to  con- 
fine vessels  to  boats,  eptsdem  getieris,  does  not  apply,  as  the 
enameration  does  not  begin  with  words  of  the  largest 
meaning,  but  goes  on  from  boats  to  vessels,  and  from  vessels 
to  craft.  The  object  of  the  act  was,  to  secure  a  proper  con- 
trol over  the  navigation  of  the  river,  and  its  objects  would 
be  alnx>8t  entirely  defeated  if  steam-boats  were  to  be  held 
not  within  it.  The  intention  of  the  legislature,  without 
doobt,  was  to  guard  against  the  accidents  occasioned  by 
steam-boats. 
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Cleasby,  in  reply.  The  rule  of  construction  as  to  words, 
ejutdem  generis,  applies  specifically  when  a  word  of  smaller 
ngnification  heads  the  enumeration;  Cosher  v.  Holmes  (a). 
The  proviso  in  sect.  106,  in  an  act  like  this,  which  is  of  a 
penal  nature,  cannot  be  extended  so  as  to  include  more 
than  is  contained  in  a  previous  enactment.  Besides,  the 
terms  of  sect.  106  shew  that  it  only  applies  to  craft  like 
western  barges,  and  small  craft  of  that  kind.  By  the  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side,  the  bye-law  in  question  would 
apply  to  all  steam-vessels  coming  from  foreign  parts,  and 
navigated  by  a  single  freeman  of  the  Waterman's  Company. 
The  word  '*  craft**  is  defined  in  BiPCuttochU  Commercial 
Dictionary  as  ''  small  open  vessels  used  in  the  navigation 
of  rivers:"  it  is  quite  clear,  both  from  this  and  Falconer's 
definition,  that  it  does  not  include  steam-boats.  The  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  has  been  referred  to,  in  order  to 
shew  steam-boats  were  included,  but  the  intention  can  only 
he  judged  of  by  the  language  used,  and  the  absence  of  any 
mention  of  the  term,  shews  that  they  were  not  contem- 
plated. Then,  the  statute  being  penal,  no  extension  of  its 
terms  can  be  made,  Martin  v.  Ford{b)\  especially  as  the 
act  is  private. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — It  appears  to  me  that  this  act  of 
parliament  does  comprehend  steam-boats.     These  boats 


(a)  e  B.  &  Ad.  592. 
VOL.  III. 


(6)  5T.  R.  101. 
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were  well  known  at  the  time  of  the  passing  the  act,  and 
the  term  used  is  **  boats*'  generally,  without  any  particular 
description  being  given.  I  think,  therefore,  we  should  do 
great  violence  to  the  words  used,  if  we  were  to  say  that 
steam-boats  are  not  within  the  provision.  To  arrive  at 
such  conclusion  we  ought  to  be  quite  clear,  before  we 
deny  any  word  its  known  and  natural  meaning,  that  it  was 
not  intended  to  be  used  by  the  legislature  in  that  sense; 
so  far  from  that  being  the  case  here,  I  do  not  even  think  it 
probable  that  the  legislature  would  have  excluded  steam- 
boats; and  I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  the  words  of 
the  act  are  sufficient  to  comprehend  them. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. — The  mischief  arising  in  the  navigatioD 
of  boats  is  much  more  likely  to  occur  from  steam-boats  than  in 
rowing  or  working  small  boats,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  steam- 
boats fall  within  the  meaning  of  the  terms  used.  Steam- 
boats are  not  perhaps  what  are  usually  called  boats,  they  are 
vessels,  but  the  term  ''vessels"  is  also  used.  The  act  does 
not  say  any  thing  as  to  the  particular  description  of  vessels, 
but  sect.  57  speaks  of  vessels  to  be  rowed  or  worked. 
The  word  ''  worked*'  is  a  very  general  word,  and  applies  as 
much  to  steam-vessels  as  to  lighters  or  wherries. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  it  had 
been  clearly  made  out  that  steam-boats  were  not  intended 
to  be  included  in  the  words  *^  boats  or  vessels,"  the  argu- 
ment founded  on  the  rule  of  construction  referred  to  might 
have  applied.  The  observation  on  the  term  "  steam-boat" 
not  being  used  may  be  applied  on  both  sides,  because  if 
boat  or  vessel  was  meant  to  include  steamers,  there  was  no 
more  reason  for  particularizing  them  than  any  other  de- 
scription of  vessel.  It  is  not  a  forced  construction  to 
hold  that  a  steam-boat  is  a  boat,  and  it  certainly  is  a 
vessel,  for  vessel  includes  boats  of  all  descriptions;  and 
both  these  words  are  used.  It  is  true  that  certain  provi- 
sions may  be  pointed  out  in  the  act  applying  to  boats  of  a 
smaller  size,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  words  of  a  larger 
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description  are  to  receive  any  limitation  from  that  circum- 
stance. 

Coleridge  J. — It  is  quite  a  mistake  to  call  this  clause 
H  penal  clause,  on  the  contrary,  I  should  rather  say  it  was 
remedial.  If  we  were  considering  the  bye-law  itself  that 
argument  might  apply,  but  we  have  to  decide  whether  any 
power  exists  of  framing  rules  and  regulations  for  steam* 
boats  under  this  clause.  It  is  said  that  sect.  106  cannot 
extend  the  provisions  of  sect.  57,  as  to  the  boats  to  which 
it  applies,  and  no  doubt  it  cannot,  but  it  furnishes  notwith- 
standing a  good  key  for  the  explanation  of  its  meaning. 
Speaking  of  certain  classes  of  vessels  which  were  exempted 
in  other  parts  of  the  act,  it  leaves  a  power  in  the  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  to  make  bye-laws  respecting  them,  and 
the  terms  used  shew  that  it  applies  to  all  other  lighters, 
boats,  and  vessels  within  the  limits  of  the  act.  It  would 
seem,  on  Mr.  RylancTs  argument,  that  any  vessel  coming 
within  the  limits  of  the  act,  would  fall  within  the  scope  of 
these  rules  and  regulations,  and  it  certainly  would  be  doing 
violence  to  the  words  of  the  act  if  we  were  to  hold  that 
steam-boats,  wherever  they  come  from,  were  not  within  the 

words  used. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Church  v.  The  Imperial  Gas  Light  and  Coke 

Company.  JaJH^Oih. 

Error  from  the  Palace  Court.     The  declaration  was  maintalnable* 

in  substance  as  follows: — The  Imperial  Gas  Light  and  by  a  trading 

Coke  Company,  by  &c.,  complain  against  John  Church,  the  an  execatory 

defendant,  of  a  plea  of  trespass  on  ihe  case  on  promises,  contract  for 

for  that  defendant,  on  the  4th  September,  a.d.  1833,  in  the  goods,  tor  the 

manafacturing 
and  supply  of  which  the  Company  was  incorporated. 

2.  A  contract  by  an  incorporated  Gas  Company  to  supply  gas  at  12^  16«.  a  year  is  a 
contract  of  such  frequent  and  daily  occurrence  that  it  may  be  made  by  parol. 

3.  Where  a  corporation  declare  in  the  name  by  which  they  are  incorporated  by  act  of 
parliament,  theConrt  are  bound  even  after  verdict  to  notice  that  they  are  a  corporation. 

D  2 
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jnrifdictioD  of  this  Court,  bmrgained  for,  and  agreed  to  take 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, agreed  to  supply  to  the  defendant  a  certain  large 
quantity  of  gas,  to  wit,  so  much  gas  as  was  necessary  to 
furnish  two  lights  for  one  year,  to  wit,  from  the  1st  day  of 
July,  1 833,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year,  at  and  for  the  rate 
or  price  of  12L  l6s.  per  annum,  for  the  said  two  lights,  and 
the  defendant  in  consideration  thereof,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs, at  said  request  of  the  defendant,  had  then  in  the  juris- 
diction aforesaid,  promised  the  defendant  to  supply  the 
said  gas  to  him,  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  then  in  the  ju- 
risdiction aforesaid,  promised  the  plaintifis  to  accept  the 
said  gas  of  and  from  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  pay  them  for  the 
same  at  the  rate  or  price  aforesaid,  quarterly,  at  the  end  of 
fourteen  days  from  the  end  of  each  quarter,  and  to  give  to 
the  plaintiffs  not  less  than  three  calendar  months'  notice  of 
his  intending  to  discontinue  taking  the  said  gas,  to  ei- 
pire  at  the  end  of  the  then  ensuing  quarter,  or  to  pay  to 
the  plaintiffs  the  amount  of  the  price  of  the  said  gas,  at  the 
rate  or  price  aforesaid,  to  the  end  of  the  said  ensuing 
quarter.    And  the  plaintiffs  say,  that  they  always,  in  the  ju- 
risdiction aforesaid,  during  a  quarter  of  a  year,  namely, 
from  the  1st  of  October,  1834,  to  the  3l8t  of  December 
in  the  same  year,  were  ready  and  willing,  and  tendered  to 
supply  to  the  defendant  the  said  gas,  and  requested  the  de- 
fendant to  accept  the  same  as  aforesaid.    And  the  plaintiffs 
say,  that  defendant  did   not  giye  to  the   plaintiffs  three 
calendar  months,  or  any  longer  notice  as  aforesaid,  of  dis- 
continuing the  said  gas,  &c«;  yet  defendant  did  not,  when 
he  was  so  required  as  aforesaid,  accept  the  said  gas  of  or 
from  the  plaintiffs,  or  pay  them  for  the  same  as  aforesaid, 
but  then  in  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid  wholly  refused  so  to 
do.    The  second  count  was  for  goods  and  gas  bargained 
and  sold.     3rd.  Goods  and  gas  sold  and  delivered.    4th. 
Money  due  on  an  account  stated;  which  said  last-men- 
tioned monies  defendant  promised  to  pay  on  request     To 
plaintiffs'  damage  of  4/.  IQs.    Pleas:  1st.  Non  assumpsit. 
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2<L  As  to  tbe  first  count  of  the  declaration,  that  the  plain-^ 
tiffs,  from  the  Ist  of  Octbberi  1834,  to  the  31st  December 
in  the  same  yeari  were  not  ready  and  willing,  nor  did  they 
tender  to  supply  the  defendant  the  said  gas,  and  require 
him  to  accept  the  same  in  manner  artd  form  8cc. 

The  replication  took  issue  on  these  two  pleas.  As  to 
the  first  issue,  the  jurors  found  thdt  the  said  John  Church 
did  promise,  as  the  plaintiffs  in  their  first,  second,  and 
fourth  counts  of  their  declaration  alleged  against  him,  and 
that  the  said  John  Church  did  not  promise  in  manner  and 
form  &c.,  as  in  the  said  third  count  alleged.  The  damages 
were  then  assessed  generally  on  the  first,  second,  and 
fourth  counts,  at  9i.  I65.  6d. 

The  errors  assigned  were,  that  damages  were  assessed 
generally  On  tbe  first,  second,  and  fourth  counts,  and  that 
the  cause  of  action,  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  was  for 
and  in  respect  of  the  breach  6f  tbe  executory  simple  con- 
tract in  that  count  particularly  set  forth ;  and  that  it  did  not 
appear,  in  and  by  the  said  first  count,  that  any  part  of  the 
said  contract  in  that  count  was  executed,  and  that  it  further 
appeared  in  and  by  the  said  count,  that  the  said  Company 
were  a  corporatioii.    Joinder  in  error. 
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Gaselee  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  in  Easter  term  last((i).  Third  point: 
The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  assumpsit  can  be  ml^nta^able' 

maintained  by  a  corporation  on  an  executory  contract;  for  ^,y  ^  orpora- 
,        ,    _      ,  .  ,    .  .  ,  .        tion  on  an 

the  defendants  m  error  being  constituted  a  corporation  executory  con- 
by  a  public  act  of  par]iament(6),  the  Court  is  bound  to  take  ^"^^'* 
notice  of  the  fact ;  Broughton  v.  The  Manchester  Water- 
works Company,  per  HolroydJ,{c).  It  is  not  disputed  that 
a  corporation  in  certain  excepted  cases,  may  make  a  contract, 
not  nuder  seal,  but  then  it  must  be  for  works  of  immediate  ne- 
cessity, Homv,  Ivy(d)i  or  where  the  objectof  the  Incorpora- 


(a)  Friday,  April  98th,  before 
Lord  DemiMa  C.  J.,  PtUteiam  and 
O^eridgeJs. 

{b)  The  1  &  9  Geo.  A,  c.  xvii, 


local  and   personal,   but  made  a 
public  act. 

(c)  3  6.&Ald.  1. 

(d)  1  Ventr.  4T. 
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lion  requires  contracts  by  parol  to  be  made;  Com.  DigXaT" 
poration,  Bac.  Abr.  Corporation  (E.);  and  in  Slark  v.  Tht 
Highgate  Archway  Company  (a),  it  was  agreed  by  the 
Court  that  assumpsit  would  not  lie  against  a  corporation* 
unless  the  act  incorporating  the  company  impliedly  gave  them 
power  to  make  a  promise.  Upon  this  principle  Murray  v. 
The  East  India  Company  (h),  and  that  class  of  cases,  were 
decided.  So  also  a  corporation  may  sue  for  use  and  occu- 
pation in  debt,  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Rochester  \,Pierce{c); 
or  in  assumpsit.  The  Mayor  of  Stafford  v.  IHU{d);  or  for 
goods  sold  on  an  executed  contract,  where  the  corporation 
is  a  trading  one.  The  City  of  London  Gas  Light  Company 
V.  Nicholls{e)\  but  in  all  these  cases  the  contract  was  exe- 
cuted. On  an  executory  contract  The  East  London  Water-- 
works  Company  v.  Bailey (f)  is  an  express  authority  that 
a  corporation  cannot  sue  except  the  agreement  be  under 
seal.  In  Dunston  v.  The  Imperial  Gas  Light  Com* 
pany(g),  Taunton  J.  appears  to  have  thought  that  the  only 
ground  for  a  corporation  being  liable  in  assumpsit  on  an 
executed  contract  is  moral  obligation ;  and  Parhe  J.  asked 
pointedly  whether  there  was  any  case  in  which  a  contract 
without  seal  by  a  corporation  had  been  held  a  sufficient 
ground  for  an  action.  Assumpsit,  therefore,  not  being 
maintainable  on  an  executory  contract,  the  first  count  is 
bad,  and,  as  the  damages  are  general,  the  judgment  must 
be  arrested.  Day  v.  Robinson{h):  moreover,  as  the  case 
comes  from  an  inferior  court,  a  venire  de  novo  cannot  be 
awarded;  Trevor  v.  PVall{i),  Bishop  v.  Kaye{k). 


ii.  V.  Richards,  contr^. — I.  It  is  not  averred  on  the  record 


First  point: 

The  Court  will 

not  notice        that  the  plaintiffs  sue  as  a  corporation,  and  there  is  nothing 

that  uTe  plain-  *^  shew  they  may  not  be  a  foreign  corporation,  who  are 

tifis  are  a  cor-  entitled  to  sue  on  a  parol  contract;  Bank  of  St.  Charles  v. 
poration. 

(fl)  5  Taanl.  792.  (/)  4  Bing.  283. 

(b)  5  B.  &  Ald.<204.  (g)  3  B.  &  Ad.  125. 

(c)  1  Campb.  466.  (A)  1  Ad.  &  E.  556. 
(i/)  4  Bing.  74.  (0  IT.  R.  151. 

(e)  2  C.  &  P.  365.  {k)  3  B.  &  Aid.  505. 
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Dt  JBernales(a),    The  Dutch  Company  v.  Von  Moses{b), 
The  British  Linen  Company  v.  Drummond(jc).   The  plaintiffs 
call  themselves  by  a  corporate  name,  but  there  is  nothing  to 
couple  them  with  a  company  of  the  same  name  incorpo- 
rated by  act  of  parliament;    if   the  objection  had  been 
taken  at  nisi  prius  the  point  would  have  arisen^  but^  after 
verdict,  the  Court  will  intend  nothing  to  prejudice  the  ver- 
dict.    The  Court  will  not  even  take  notice  that  Dublin  is 
in    Ireland;    Sprowle  v.  Legge{d),   Kearney  v.  King{e). 
Smith  v.  Smyth{f)  is  a  still  stronger  case,  where  the  Court 
refused  to  take  notice  that  London  was  not  in  Middlesex; 
aad  it  appears  by  Lord  Coke(g)  that  it  is  only  of  counties 
that  the  Courts  will  take  judicial  notice.     So  in  Rex  v. 
Grvp{h),  Lord  Holt  held,  that  though  the  Court  could  take 
judicial  notice  of  counties  they  could  not  of  towns.    In  Faza- 
kerly  v.  fViltshire{t)  it  was  held,  that  the  Court  would  take 
notice  of  the  extent  of  ports.    So  in  The  King  v.  Haddock  {k) 
it  was  held  that  the  Court  would  take  notice  of  the  course  of 
the  Thames.  But  in  Rexv.  Simpson(J)  they  refused  to  notice 
that  Colchester  is  in  the  diocese  of  London.     It  may  be 
said  that  an  act  of  parliament  notices  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
a  corporation^  but  there  are  numerous  acts  which  shew 
that  Dublin  is  in  Ireland.     After  verdict,  therefore,  the 
Court  will  presume  that  all  was  proved  which  entitled  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover,  according  to  the  cases  of  Hitchins  v, 
Steven8{m\  and  the  other  cases  collected  in  Serjeant  Wil- 
Uams^s  note(ii).     Barnett  v.  Glo$sop{p)  shews  that  where  an 
agreement  in  writing  is  necessary,  unless  the  objection  be 
taken    on    the    record^    it    is    not   available.      Tihbits  v. 
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(fl)  1  Ry.  &  Moo.  190. 
(b)  \  Stra.  612. 
(c)  10  B.  &  C.  90S. 
\d)  2D.&R.  15;  5.C.  IB.  & 
C.  16. 

(e)  S  B.  &  Aid.  301. 
(/)  10  Bing.  406. 
(g)  2  Inst.  557. 


(A)  Comb.  460. 
(i)  iStr.  462. 
(A)  Andrews,  137. 
(/)  2Ld.  Raym.  1379. 
\m)  2  Show.  233;  T.  Ray.  457. 
(n)  Stennel  v.  Hogg,  1  Wms^ 
Saond.  228a  n.  (n  1) 
(o)  1  Bing.  N.  C.  633. 
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18S8.        Yorke(a)  is  to  the  same  effect,  for  the  Court  held  there 


^  that  a  demand  of  the  sum  which  the  plaintiff  claimed,  if 

Church  . 

V.  necessary  to  maintain  the  action,  must  after  verdict  be  pre- 

Gas  SoHT     ®"™®^  ^°  ^^^^  ^^^^  made, 
and  CoEE         II.  Even  if  the  Court  recognize  that  the  plaintiffis  are  a 

oMPAwr.     corporation,  the  objection  made  to  their  suing  is  too  late 
Second  point:  .  •  i  ■ 

After  verdict    after  verdict.    The  cases  that  have  been  cited  to  shew  that 

*Ued  th  VS"  *  corporation  can  only  contract  by  deed,  do  not  at  all  prove 
Corporation  that  they  may  not  sue  in  assumpsit.  The  Court  virill  intend, 
contracted  by  jj  ^  j^^^  ^^^^  necessary,  that  the  corporation  appointed 
an  agent  by  deed,  authorizing  him  to  make  contracts. 
In  Tilaon  v.  The  Warwick  Gas  Company  {h),  the  Court  held, 
that  even  if  a  corporation  could  not  contract  by  deed,  the 
objection  that  there  was  no  deed  must  be  pointed  out  on 
special  demurrer;  and  in  Yarborough  v.  The  Bank  of 
Efigland{c),  which  was  trover  against  the  Bank,  the  Court 
held  that  they  would  presume  after  verdict  a  deed  by  the 
Bank,  authorizing  their  servant  to  commit  the  act  in  ques- 
tion. Or  it  may  be  assumed  that  a  deed  was  granted  by 
the  corporation  on  one  side,  and  a  parol  promise  made  by 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  on  the  other.  There  is  no  reason 
why  there  should  be  mutuality  in  the  remedy.  This  ap- 
pears proved  by  the  Mayor  of  Stafford  v.  TiU{d),  for  as 
the  Court  held  there  that  a  corporation  might  maintain  as- 
sumpsit for  use  and  occupation,  and  as  no  interest  can  pass 
from  a  corporation  but  by  deed,  it  must  have  been  im- 
plied that  there  was  a  deed  from  the  corporation  and  a 
verbal  promise  by  the  defendant.  [PattesotiJ.  The  action 
for  use  and  occupation  does  not  necessarily  imply  a  con- 
tract, it  may  only  be  a  waiver  of  a  tort.]  If  the  principle 
of  the  action  is  examined  a  contract  must  be  implied. 
The  corporation  can  only  be  entitled  to  sue  on  the  con- 
tract, on  the  ground  of  some  interest  having  passed  from 
them,  and  as  that  requires  a  deed^  in  all  the  cases  on  eze- 

(«)  5  N.  &  M.  609.  (c)  16  East,  6. 

(b)  7  D.  &  R.  376;   4  B.  &  C.  {d)  4t  Bing.  74. 

962. 
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cuted  contracts,  by  and  against  corporations,  a  deed  must 
have  been  implied.  There  is  nothing  in  the  law  to  shew 
that  two  parties  may  not  contract,  the  one  by  deed«  the 
other  by  parol.  In  Co.  Litt.  2fi9  a,  it  is  said,  ''  if  the 
feoffor,  donor,  or  lessor  seal  the  part  of  the  indenture  be- 
longing to  the  feoffee,  &.C.  the  indenture  is  good»  albeit  the 
feoffee  never  sealeth  the  counterpart  belonging  to  the 
feoffor,  8cc."  So  in  Com.  Dig.  Fait  (AS),  ''if  an  indenture 
be  between  A.  of  the  one  part,  and  JB.  and  C.  of  the 
other,  whereby  A.  demises  to  B.  and  C,  who  covenant 
with  A.  If  B.  seals  the  counterpart,  but  C.  does  not  seal, 
yet  if  C  agreed  to  the  lease,  it  shall  be  his  deed,  and  he 
shall  be  bound  by  the  covenants;''  Comyn  does  not  say  how 
bound,  but  in  Foster  v.  Mapes{a)  the  Court  held,  that  cove- 
nant lay  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  deed  indented,  executed  by 
the  defendant,  although  the  plaintiff  had  not  delivered  his 
part.  These  cases  shew  that  even  if  a  deed  by  the  plaintiff 
be  necessary  the  objection  is  too  late  after  verdict.  The 
point  should  have  been  raised  by  special  demurrer.  He 
also  cited  Croydon  Hospital  v.  Farley  (Jb). 

III.  But  supposing  the  point  may  be  taken  now;  as  if 
it  arose  on  special  demurrer,  the  present  action  is  main- 
tainable. l*he  contract  made  by  the  Company  falls  within 
the  class  of  small  and  insigni6cant  acts  that  a  corporation 
may  do  without  deed.  If  upon  every  contract  for  l/. 
worth  of  gas  a  deed  and  stamp  were  necessary,  the  pur- 
poses for  which  the  Company  was  incorporated  could  not 
be  carried  into  effect.  So  far  this  case  may  be  dis- 
tinguished from  East  London  Waterworks  Company  v. 
Bailey  is)  \  the  contract  there  was  for  a  large  amount,  and 
one  not  likely  to  be  of  daily  occurrence,  and  the  dispute 
was,  as  to  whether  the  contract  was  made  or  not.  Best 
C.J.  laid  down  some  law  in  his  judgment  as  to  an  execu- 
tory contract,  which  was  not  necessary  for  the  decision  of 
the  case,  and  which  cannot  be  supported  on  legal  prin- 
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Third  point: 
Assumpsit  is 
maintainable 
by  a  corpora- 
tion on  an 
executory  con- 
tract. 


(a)  Cro.  Eliz.  2l2. 
(6)  6  Taunt.  467. 


(c)  4  Bing.  283. 
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ciples.  There  is  no  valid  distinction  between  an  executed 
and  an  executory  contract  In  a  recent  case,  The  West 
Middlesex  Waterworks  Company  v.  Sewerkrop{a),  the  Com- 
pany sued  on  an  executory  contract,  and  no  objection  was 
taken.  That  was  an  action  on  the  case,  arising  out  of  a 
contract,  but  the  form  of  action  is  nothing;  the  question  is, 
whether  in  cases  of  necessity  like  the  present,  a  corpora* 
tion  may  not  make  a  simple  contract.  The  numerous  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  held  they  may,  are  collected  in  Fin. 
Abr*  Corporation  (K  1  pi.  1  to  41);  Bac.  Abr,  Corporation 
(E  3);  Bro.  Abr.  Corporations  and  Charities,  p.  184,  pi.  47, 
49,  60,  53.  Then  as  to  assumpsit  lying,  it  is  clear  that  if 
assumpsit  lies  against  a  corporation,  it  may  also  be  main- 
tained by  them.  East  India  Company  v.  Tritton{b)  illus* 
trates  this,  no  objection  having  been  made  there  to  the 
company  suing  on  bills  of  exchange;  and  ITie  City  of  London 
Gas  Company  v.  Nicholls{c)  shews,  that  wherever  a  benefit 
has  been  derived  by  a  party  this  action  may  be  maintained 
against  him.  He  also  cited  Slark  v.  The  Highgate  Jrch^- 
way  Company  {d),  Rex  v.  Bigg{e),  Smith  v.  The  Bimting" 
ham  Gas  Company{f). 


First  point. 


Gaselee,  in  reply.  It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  how 
much  the  Court  will  take  notice  of;  for  this  corporation 
being  erected  by  public  statute,  and  having  sued  in  their 
corporate  name,  as  against  them,  the  Court  is  bound  to  re- 
cognize the  fact  of  their  being  a  corporation.  [Lord  Denman 
C.  J.  We  all  think  we  are  bound  to  take  notice  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  a  corporation.] 
Second  point.  Then  as  to  what  is  to  be  intended  after  verdict  The 
rule  is  laid  down  by  Buller  J.,  in  Spieres  v.  Parker  {g), — 
'^  Nothing  is  to  be  presumed  but  what  is  expressly  stated 
in  the  declaration,  or  what  is  necessarily  implied  from  those 
facts  which  are  stated."  How  can  the  Court  say  that  the 
fanciful  cases  put,  of  a  deed  having  been  made,  &c.  fall 

(a)  1  Moo.  &  Mai.  408;  4  C.&  (d)  5Taunt.  79S. 

P.  87.  (e)  3  P.  Wms.  419. 

(6)  3  B.  &  C.  280.  (/)  1  Ad.  &  E.  526. 

(c)  2  C.  &  P.  365,  (g)  1 T.  R.  145. 
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within  this  rule  ?     It  is  said,  for  instance,  that  the  Court  may         1838. 
assume  that  there  was  a  deed  by  the  corporation,  and  a      ^ 
parol  promise  by  the  plaintiff  in  error ;  but  the  declaration  v. 

avers  mutual  promises,  and  these,  on  the  rule  laid  down  by     q^^  Lioht 
Buller  J.,  cannot  be  implied  to  be  by  deed.     It  was  then      and  Coke 
said  that  the  Court  may  assume  the  corporation  appointed 
an  agent  by  deed  to  make  these  contracts ;  but  if  the  con- 
tracts are  so  necessary  for  the  existence  of  the  Company, 
why  did  they  not  appoint  an  agent  ? 

Where  assumpsit  has  been  held  maintainable  by  a  cor-  Third  point. 
poratioOy  it  has  always  been  on  an  executed  contract ;  in 
which  case  Best  C.  J.  grounds  the  action  on  the  moral  ob- 
ligation which  requires  the  corporation  to  pay  or  be  paid 
for  the  benefit  enjoyed.    iColeridgeJ,  That  only  forms  the 
consideration  for  the  promise ;  there  is  as  much  a  contract  on 
an  executed,  as  on  an  executory  contract.]     The  distinction 
is,  that  in  the  former  case  there  is  a  promise  implied  in  law, 
but  in  the  latter  there  must  be  a  promise  in  fact.    In  Mayor 
of  Stafford  v.  Till  (a),  Best  C.  J.  said—"  Where  a  party 
has  occupied  land,  the  contract  between  him  and  the  land- 
lord must  be  considered  as  executed ;  so  that  there  is  no 
necessity  for  alleging  in  the  declaration  any  express  pro- 
mise to  pay."     [^Coleridge  J.  This  then  is  the  conclusion ; 
that  where  a  person  has  occupied  land  under  a  corporation, 
the  law  will  imply  a  promise  by  him  to  pay,  although  the 
law  would  not  allow  of  an  express  promise  being  made 
between  them.]      That  is,  apparently,  the  result  of  the 
cases;    at  all  events  it  shews  the  difference  that   exists 
between  an  express  promise  and  one  implied  by  law.    The 
decision    in   The  East  London  Waterworks  Company  v. 

Bailey  {h)  decides  this  case,  unless  the  Court  is  prepared 

to  overrule  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denmam  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court — This  was  error  from  a  judgment  pronounced 

(a)  4  BiDg.  75.  (b)  4  Bing.  S83. 
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in  the  Pahce  Court  for  the  defeodmots  io  error,  who  were 
plaintiffs  below  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  on  the  breach  of 
an  executory  contract,  for  the  supply  of  gas  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  non^^acceptance  and  non-payment  on  the 
other.  The  error  insisted  upon  in  argument,  before  my 
brothers  Patteton,  Coleridge  and  myself,  was,  that  the 
plaintiffs,  being  a  corporation,  were  incapable  of  suing  in 
assumpsit  on  an  executory  contract;  and  the  distinction 
was  taken  between  a  contract  executory  and  executed.  In 
support  of  this  distinction  the  case  of  The  East  London 
Waterworks  v.  Bailey  and  others  (a)  was  cited  as  a  direct 
authority.  When  this  case  was  argued,  this  Court  had  not 
pronounced  its  judgment  in  that  of  Beverley  v.  The  Lincoln 
Gas  Company  (6),  in  which  it  determined  that  assumpsit 
was  maintainable  against  a  corporation,  upon  an  executed 
contract,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  We  do  not  mention 
this  latter  case  as  directly  in  point,  but  because,  having 
there  considered  at  some  length  the  principles  upon  which 
the  law  stands  as  to  the  powers  and  liabilities  of  corpora- 
tions in  respect  of  parol  contracts,  we  are  now  relieved 
from  some  parts  of  the  inquiry  which  it  might  otherwise 
have  been  necessary  to  have  gone  through. 

Assuming  it  therefore  to  be  now  established  in  this 
Court  that  a  corporation  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  assumpsit, 
upon  executed  contracts  of  a  certain  kind,  among  which  are 
included  such  as  relate  to  the  supply  of  articles  essential 
to  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  created,  the  first  question 
will  be,  whether,  as  affecting  this  point  and  in  respect  of 
such  contracts,  there  is  any  sound  distinction  between  con- 
tracts executed  or  executory.  Now  the  same  contract 
which  is  executory  to-day,  may  become  executed  to-mor- 
row. If  the  breach  of  it  in  its  latter  state  may  be  sued  for, 
it  can  only  be  on  the  supposition  that  the  party  was  com- 
petent to  enter  into  in  its  former;  and  if  the  party  were  so 
competent,  on  what  ground  can  it  be  said  that  the  peculiar 


(a)  4  Bin£.  283. 


(6)  Ante,  1  N.  fie  P.  883. 
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lemedy  which  the  law  gites  for  the  enforcemeiit  of  such  a 
eootract  may  not  be  used  for  the  purpose  ?     It  appears  to 
as  a  legal  solecism  to  say,  that  parties  are  competent  by 
law  to  enter  into  a  valid  contract  in  a  particular  form,  and 
that  the  appropriate  legal  remedies  for  the  enforcement  or 
on  breach  of  such  a  contract,  are  not  available  between 
them.     Where  the  action  is  brought  for  the  breach  of  an 
executed  contract,  the  evidence  of  the  contract,  if  an  ex- 
press one,  must  be  the  same  as  if  the  action  were  brought 
while  it  was  executory; — an  oral  or  written  agreement,  or 
a  series  of  letters,  might  be  produced  to  prove  the  fact  and 
the  terms  of   the    contract — could  it  be   contended  that 
these  would  be  evidence  of  a  valid  contract  after  execution, 
but  of  a  wholly  inoperative  one  before  ?     Unless  positions 
such  as  these  can  be  maintained,  we  do  not  see  how  to 
support  any  distinction  between  express   executory  and 
executed  contracts,  of  the  description  now  under  considera- 
tion.    A  distinction,  however,  seems  to  be  intimated  in 
some  cases  between  the  express  contract  of  the  parties,  and 
that  which  the  law  will  imply  for  them,  from  an  executed 
consideration;   and  a  validity  is  attributed  to   the  latter 
which  is  denied  to  the  former.     But  there  is  no  foumlation 
for  this :  the  difference  between  express  and  implied  con- 
tracts is  merely  a  difference  in  the  mode  of  proof.    On  the 
one  hand,  a  plaintiff,  who  should  sue  on  a  contract  to  be 
implied  from  certain  acts  done,  must  be  nonsuited,  if  those 
acts  were  shewn  to  be  in  compliance  with  stipulations  an- 
tecedently entered  into,  unless  he  was  prepared  with  evi- 
dence of  all  the  stipulations.     On  the  other  hand,  no  con- 
tract can  be  implied  from  the  acts  of  parties,  or  result  by 
law  from  benefits  received,  but  such  as  the  same  parties 
were  competent  expressly  to  enter  into.     And  this  is  im- 
portant in  the  present  argument,  because  it  makes  the 
decisions  on  implied  contracts  authority  for  our  decision 
upon  an  express  one.     Upon  these  grounds  we  are  pre- 
pared to  decide  that  the  present  action  was  maintainable. 
So  far  therefore  as  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common 
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Pleas,  in  The  East  London  Waterworks  Company  v.  Batley 
and  others  (a),  proceeded  on  the  distinction  between  con- 
tracts executed  and  executory,  we  are  compelled,  after  con- 
sideration, to  express  our  opinion  that  it  was  wrongly 
decided.  The  case  may  be  sustained  however  on  another 
ground,  consistently  with  our  previous  remarks,  and  which 
affords  another  reason  for  our  present  decision.  The  general 
rule  of  law  is,  that  a  corporation  contracts  under  its  com- 
mon seal — as  a  general  rule,  it  is  only  in  that  way  that  a  cor- 
poration can  express  its  will  or  do  any  act.  That  general 
rule,  however,  has,  from  the  earliest  traceable  periods,  been 
subject  to  exceptions;  the  decisions  as  to  which  furnish 
the  principle  on  which  they  have  been  established,  and  are 
instances  illustrating  its  application,  but  are  not  to  be  taken 
as  so  prescribing  in  terms  the  exact  limit  that  a  merely  cir- 
cumstantial difference  is  to  exclude  from  the  exception. 
This  principle  appears  to  be  convenience,  amounting  almost 
to  necessity.  Wherever  to  hold  the  rule  applicable  would 
occasion  very  great  inconvenience,  or  tend  to  defeat  the  very 
object  for  which  the  corporation  was  created,  the  exception 
has  prevailed.  Hence  the  retainer  by  parol  of  an  inferior 
servant — the  doing  of  acts  very  frequently  recurring,  or  too 
insignificant  to  be  worth  the  trouble  of  affixing  the  common 
seal — are  established  exceptions.  On  the  same  principle 
stands  the  power  of  accepting  bills  of  exchange  and  issuing 
promissory  notes,  by  companies  incorporated  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade,  with  the  rights  and  liabilities  consequent 
thereon. 

These  principles  were,  it  is  evident,  present  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  when  the  case  in 
question  was  decided;  and  they  might  reasonably  have 
held,  that  a  contract  with  a  water  company  for  the  supply 
of  iron  pipes,  was  neither  one  of  so  frequent  occurrence  or 
small  importance,  or  so  brought  within  the  purpose  of  the 
incorporation,  that  the  principle  of  convenience  above 
established  required  it  to  be  taken  out  of  the  general  rule. 

(a)  4  Bing.  283. 
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Ify  however,  the  present  case  be  tried  bj  the  same  test,  the 
decision  ought  to  be  the  other  way.  On  the  face  of  this 
record  we  must  understand  this  Company  to  have  been 
incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  individuals,  wil- 
ling to  contract  with  them  for  gas  light  and  coke,  and  the 
present  appears  to  have  been  a  contract  for  the  supply  of 
gas  for  a  year,  amounting  to  12/.  I6s.,  and  so  from  year  to 
year.  We  cannot  be  ignorant  that  such  contracts  must  be 
of  frequent  and  almost  daily  occurrence ;  and  to  hold  that 
for  every  one  of  them,  of  the  same  or  less  amount,  (for 
where  the  sum  is  so  small,  a  diminution  of  half  could  not 
vary  the  principle,)  it  was  necessary  to  affix  the  common 
seal,  would  be  so  seriously  to  impede  the  corporation  in 
fulfilling  the  very  purpose  for  which  it  was  created,  that  we 
think  we  are  bound  to  hold  the  case  fairly  brought  within 
the  principles  of  the  established  exceptions. 

Leaving  therefore  the  ancient  rule  still  unbroken  in  all 
the  instances  to  which  it  is  fairly  applicable,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  present  action  was  well  brought,  and, 
consequently,  our  judgment  will  be  for  the  defendants  in 

error. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  in  error. 
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TuFNELL,  Clerk,  v.  Constable  and  Bailey,  Executors.      Tuesdesf, 

January  16M. 
C/OVENANT  on  an  indenture  between  James  Robinson,  A.  by  a  volun- 
deceased,  of  Wormingford,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  and  the  ^^^e  cove- 
plaintiff,  vicar  of  the  same  place.     The  declaration,  after  panted  that 
alleging  that  the   plaintm,  at  the  time  of  making  the  in-  should  invest 
denture^  &c.,  then  was  and  still  is  the  vicar  of  Worming-  fnX'thr«r"*r 
ford,  set  out  the  following  covenant  by  James  Robinson: —  cents,  in  ihe 
The  said  «/.iZ.,  for  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  „^^  ^f  ^^^e 

did   thereby  covenant,  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the  vicar  of  W., 

in  the  corpo- 
rate names  of  the  charchwardens  of  W.,  and  in  the  corporate  name  of  the  archdeacon 
oTC,  in  trust  to  pay  10/.  per  annum  to  the  parish  school, and  the  remainder  in  charities. 
Id  an  action  on  the  covenant  against  the  executors,  held  on  demurrer  that  there  was 
nothing  contrary  to  law  in  the  covenant,  nor  did  it  appear  to  be  impossible  to  be  per- 
formed, although  it  may  be  questionable  whether  churchwardens  are  corporations  except 
for  particular  parochial  purposes.  Quart,  if  a  party  covenants  to  do  an  impossible 
acty  whether  he  is  not  liable  m  damages  for  his  breach  of  covenant. 
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said  vicar  and  his  successors,  that  he,  the  said  J.  R. 
should  and  would  in  his  lifetinie,  and  withm  three  calen- 
dar months  next  after  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  in* 
denture,  or  that  out  of  his  personal  estate  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  the  said  J.  R.  should  and  would,  within 
six  calendar  months  next  after  his  decease,  invest  at  interest 
in  the  3/.  per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  or  in 
some  other  government  or  parliamentary  stock  or  fund  of 
Great  Britain,  being  or  producing  perpetual  annuities,  and 
not  in  any  annuities  the  time  or  duration  of  which  is  limited, 
and  in  the  corporate  name  of  the  vicar  of  the  vican^  or 
church  of,  and  in  the  corporate  names  of  the  churchwardens 
of  the  parish  of  Wormingford  aforesaid,  and  in  the  corporate 
name  of  the  archdeacon  of  Colchester,  in  the  said  county, 
so  much  and  such  a  sum  of  money  as  when  so  invested  as 
aforesaid,  and  immediately  after  such  investment,  would  pro- 
duce by  or  in  the  yearly  interest  or  dividend  or  dividends 
thereof  the  yearly  sum  of  S5L ;  such  sum  to  be  heM,  re- 
ceived and  applied  by  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  for  the 
time  being,  and  the  archdeacon  of  Colchester  for  the  time 
being,  upon  trust  to  pay  10/.  per  annum  towards  the  parish 
school,  and  upon  the  further  trusts  expressed  in  the  deed. 

Averments,  that  after  the  making  of  the  bond  J.  R.  died, 
and  that  thereupon  the  defendants  became  his  executors, 
and  that  there  came  to  their  hands,  as  such  executors,  per- 
sonal property  of  J.  R.  more  than  sufficient  to  perform  and 
satisfy  this  covenant.     Breach. 

The  defendant,  after  craving  oyer  of  the  deed,  demurred 
generally.  The  deed  appeared  to  be  a  voluntary  convey- 
ance of  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  upon  the  trusts 
to  pay  10/.  per  annum  to  the  then  parish  school,  or  such 
other  school  as  the  trustees  should  think  6t ;  and  upon  the 
further  trust  to  pay  the  further  sum  of  10/.  towards  the 
purchase  of  coals  to  be  sold  out  again  to  the  poor  of 
Wormingford  at  such  reduced  price  as  the  trustees  should 
direct,  and  upon  trust  to  pay  all  the  remainder  of  the  money 
in  the  purchase  of  blankets  and  winter  clothing  for  the  poor 
of  Wormingford. 
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The  marginal  note  to  the  defendant's  demurrer  was  as  fol-  1838. 
lows  :  one  ground  of  demurrer  on  which  the  defendants  will 
rely  is,  that  the  covenant  declared  on  is  void,  and  was  so  at  the  ^  v. 
time  it  was  entered  into,  in  consequence  of  the  impossibility  ^  ^'^oil'^^r 
of  performing  it,  being  a  covenant  to  invest  money  in  the 
corporate  name  of  certain  corporations  sole,  who  cannot  by 
law  take  personal  chattels  in  or  by  their  corporate  names, 
or  ID  their  corporate  character  or  by  perpetual  succession ; 
and  further,  that  churchwardens  are  not  by  law  a  corpora- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  taking  or  holding  the  money  cove- 
nanted to  be  invested,  for  which  reasons,  or  one  of  them,  no 
iavestroent  could,  according  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
deed,  at  any  time  be  made  by  the  testator,  or  by  the  defend* 
ants  as  his  executors. 

Channelly  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  point  sought 
to  be  established  is,  that  the  covenant  declared*  upon  is 
void,  for  the  parties  in  whose  corporate  names  the  stock  is 
directed  to  be  invested  have  no  corporate  capacity  for  the 
purpose  required,  and  therefore  it  is  impossible  to  perform 
the  covenant. 

It  is  conceded  that  churchwardens  are  a  corporation  for 
certain  purposes.  As  regards  land,  they  are  enabled  by 
divers  acts,  as  the  9  Oeo.  1,  c.  7,  and  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  12, 
with  a  view  to  the  particular  objects  there  specified,  to 
purchase  lands  as  a  body  corporate ;  but  they  cannot  pur- 
chase lands  or  take  by  grant  without  a  special  act  of  parlia- 
ment. As  regards  personal  property,  they  may  in  certain 
cases  act  as  a  corporation ;  they  may  sue  as  a  corporation 
for  the  goods  of  the  church,  and  they  may  purchase  goods 
for  the  use  of  the  church,  or  the  parish.  But  it  is  only  in 
these  and  similar  cases  that  they  have  any  corporate  exist- 
ence:  Gibs.  Cod.  215;  1  Burn's  EccL  Law,  Churchwar- 
dens, 408;  1  RoL  Abr.  393,  pi.  I,  and  the  cases  collected 
in  the  note  (n.  1)  to  2  Wms.  Sound.  4?  c.  In  Withuell  v. 
Gartham  {a\  where  the  corporate  character  of  churchwar- 
dens was  under  discussion.  Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.  laid  down 

(a)  6  T.  R.  388. 
VOL.  III.  £ 
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expressly,  that  even  for  the  particular  purpose  of  taking 
care  of  the  goods  of  the  church,  churchwardens  ^*  are  only 
qu&  a  corporation."  It  is  therefore  submitted  that  they 
cannot,  in  their  corporate  character,  take  the  stock  in  ques- 
tion, which  cannot  be  considered  as  the  property  of  the 
parish.  In  practice,  it  is  well  known  that  the  Bank  of 
England  will  not  permit  investments  in  the  names  of  a  cor- 
poration, unless  a  grant  from  the  crown  or  act  of  parliament 
is  produced,  establishing  the  corporation.  The  covenant  then 
seems  one  which  it  is  impossible  to  carry  into  eflfect,  and  that 
without  any  default  in  the  party  covenanting ;  the  case  there- 
fore falls  within  the  distinction  pointed  out  in  ParaeUne  v. 
Jane{a),  which  was  cited  and  recognized  in  The  Brecknock 
Company  v.  Pritchard  (6)  and  in  Atkinson  v.  Ritchie  (c), 
and  which  lays  down,  that  if  a  party  takes  a  duty  upon  him- 
self, he  is  bound  to  perform  it,  if  he  may.  But  if  the 
covenant  was  impossible  in  law  at  the  time  it  was  made,  the 
non-performance  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  suit. 
[^Coleridge  J.  What  impossibility  is  shewn  here,  to  prevent 
the  performance  of  this  covenant?]  The  investment  is 
directed  to  be  made  in  the  corporate  names  of  certain  par- 
ties. If,  for  the  purpose  required,  these  parties  have  no 
corporate  existence,  the  law  must  recognize  that  fact;  and 
the  case  is  then  the  same  as  if  the  covenant  required  the 
investment  to  be  made  in  the  names  of  non-existent  parties. 
Even  if  the  bank  were  willing  to  permit  such  an  investment 
as  in  point  of  form  would  satisfy  the  covenant,  the  transac- 
tion would,  in  point  of  law,  be  inoperative  for  the  purpose 
required,  viz.  vesting  the  stock  in  certain  corporations,  so 
that  their  successors  might  take.  Neither  vicar  nor  arch- 
deacon can  take  by  succession.  The  covenant  therefore 
being  impossible  in  law,  the  cases  upon  bonds  or  feoffments 
with  a  condition,  will  strongly  apply.  A  condition  may 
be  either  precedent  or  subsequent.  If  there  be  a  feoffment 
to  be  defeated  by  a  condition  subsequent,  and  that  con- 
dition is  impossible,  the  estate  in  the  feoffee  is  held  to  be 

(a)  Aleyn,  26.  (c)  10  East,  530. 

(6)  6  T.  R.  750. 
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absolute  and  the  condition  void;  Co.  Lit.  206,  h.;  Com. 
Dig.  Condition  (D  1).  So  if  a  bond  be  conditioned  to  go 
from  Westminster  to  Rome  in  three  hourS|  the  condition, 
being  impossible,  is  held  to  be  void,  and  the  bond  stands  as 
a  single  bond ;  lb.  Other  cases  to  this  effect  are  in  the 
books  (a) ;  and  in  ShtlUy*%  case  (6)  this  point  was  recog- 
nized^ *'  if  a  lessee  covenants  to  leave  a  wood  in  as  good 
plight  as  the  wood  was  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  and  after- 
wards the  trees  are  blown  down  by  tempest,  he  is  discharged 
of  his  covenant,  quia  impotentia  ercusat  legem.^*  The  law 
of  this  passage,  as  regards  the  particular  point  put,  may  be 
doubtful,  but  it  is  cited  to  shew  that  conditions  and  cove- 
nants have  the  like  construction.  Also  in  Sheppard*$ 
Touchstone,  c.  1,  p.  164,  it  is  laid  down,  <Mf  a  thing  to  be 
done  by  a  covenant  be  in  the  nature  of  it  impossible,  the 
covenant  is  void."  The  distinction  is  this,  that  where  there 
is  a  bond  subject  to  a  condition,  if  the  condition  be  impos- 
sible the  bond  stands  as  a  single  bond ;  but  if  the  condition 
be  incorporated  with  the  obligation,  the  whole  is  void; 
Pullerton  v.  Jgnew  (c). 

Thesiger,  contr^.  Assuming  the  investment  in  question 
to  be  impossible,  there  is  a  broad  distinction  between  a 
covenant  voluntarily  entered  into,  and  a  condition  cast  upon 
a  party  by  act  of  law.  In  the  latter  case  the  law  relieves 
him,  if  it  is  impossible  to  be  performed ;  but  in  the  former, 
the  party  is  bound  to  perform,  or  to  make  amends  in  damages 
for,  what  he  has  covenanted  to  do.  In  this  case  there  has 
been  no  change  of  circumstances ;  whatever  impossibility 
exists,  existed  at  the  time  the  testator  entered  into  the  cove- 
nant. The  distinction  between  a  condition  and  a  covenant 
is  clear ;  if  a  feoffment  be  upon  a  condition  precedent,  the 
condition  must  be  executed  before  the  estate  can  vest,  if  it 
be  subsequent,  then  if  the  condition  be  impossible,  the  estate 
having  vested  shall  be  absolute;  Co.  Liit.  206  b.  But  it  is 
no  answer  to  say  that  the  covenant  is  impossible  to  be  per- 

(a)  1  Roll.  Abr.  Condition,  419,  (b)  1  Rep.  08  a. 

420;  Com.  Dig.  Condition  (D  9).         (c)  1  Salk.  173, 
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formed^  for  if  a  party  covenant  for  the  acts  of  a  stranger,  be 
must  procure  the  stranger  to  perform  those  acts ;  Doughty 
V.  V.  Nea/(a). 

^^^^^th  ^  But  how  is  this  covenant  impossible  ?  it  is  true  as  to  the 
vicar  and  archdeacon  that  these  parties  cannot  take  in  suc- 
cession, but  they  may  take  to  themselves  and  their  repre- 
sentatives :  and  as  to  the  churchwardens^  from  the  earliest 
times  they  have  been  considered  a  corporation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  chattels.  It  is  no  objection  that  this  bequest 
may  go  to  the  vicar  and  archdeacon,  and  to  the  churchwar* 
dens,  in  different  capacities,  for  they  would  take  as  tenants 
in  common ;  Co.  Lilt.  190  a.  It  is  quite  immaterial  to  the 
defendants  whether  this  money  is  afterwards  transmitted  to 
the  heirs  or  to  the  successors  of  the  parties  named.  No 
impossibility  therefore  is  shewn,  for  it  does  not  at  all  appear 
that  the  bank  would  refuse  to  invest  in  the  mode  prescribed. 
It  is  clear  also  that  the  vicar  and  archdeacon  and  their  re- 
presentatives could  take  under  this  covenant,  for  in  Co. 
Litt.  46  b,  it  is  laid  down  '*  if  a  lease  for  years  be  made  to 
a  bishop  and  his  successors,  yet  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators shall  have  it  in  outer  droit,  for  regularly  no  chattel 
can  go  in  succession  in  case  of  a  sole  corporation."  Co. 
Litt.  9  a,  Fulwood's  case{b),  and  Rennell  v.  Bishop  of  Lin* 
coin  (c),  confirm  this  point. 

With  regard  to  the  churchwardens,  they  have  always  been 
held  a  corporation  as  to  the  goods  of  the  parish.  So  far 
back  as  the  Year  Book,  8  Edw.  4,  fo.  6,  pi.  .5,  where  tres- 
pass was  brought  by  the  churchwardens  for  a  parish  book, 
it  was  held  that  the  writ  was  right  in  laying  the  trespass  as 
a  damnum  parochianum  for  the  goods  of  the  parish ;  and 
so  in  37  Hen,  6,  p.  30,  pi.  1 1,  and  S.  P.  Bro.  Abr.  Gardiens 
d'Esglise,  fol.  7,  pl«4;  Bro.  Abr.  Corporation,  pi.  55,  73; 
Feoffment  al  une,  pi.  59.  All  these  authorities  shew  that 
the  bequest  being  of  chattels,  will  pass  to  the  church- 
wardens and  their  successors.  But  supposing  that  chattels 
would  not  go  to  a  corporation  sole,  Paice  v.  Archbishop  of 

(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  214.  (f)  9  D.  &  R.  810;  7  B.  &  C. 

(6)  4  Rep.  64b.  lis. 
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Canterbury  {a)  shews,  that  this  being  a  charitable  bequest,  1838. 

would  form  aD  exception ;  and  Mavor  v.  Nixon  (6)  shews  ^T*^^*^*^ 

that  whatever  may  be  the  rule  of  law  a  charitable  bequest  of  «. 

chattels  forms  an  exceplion.  iid"."^. 

Channelly  in  reply.  It  is  not  denied  that  a  man  who 
covenants  for  the  acts  of  a  stranger  is  as  much  bound  as  if 
he  had  covenanted  for  himself;  but  in  either  case,  if  the 
covenant  has  been  always  impossible  in  law,  it  is  void.  It 
is  said,  that  even  if  the  vicar  and  archdeacon  cannot  take 
for  their  successors,  the  bequest  may  go  to  their  represen- 
tatives. That  however  would  not  be  a  performance  of  the 
covenant  which  requires  the  investment  to  be  in  the  cor- 
porate names  of  these  three  parties.  It  is  conceded,  that 
churchwardens  may  bring  actions  for  the  goods  of  a  parish, 
and  may  perhaps  take  personal  property  bequeathed  to  the 
parish;  but  the  present  is  not  the  case  of  a  gift  to  the 
parish,— that  is,  to  the  body  generally,  so  that  the  stock,  &c« 
can  be  considered  the  property  of  the  parish  :  it  is  merely 
a  gift  to  trustees  in  part  for  charitable  purposes,  the  objects 
of  the  bounty  being  required  to  be  parishioners.  The 
cases  in  the  courts  of  equity  only  show  that,  with  the  con- 
sent of  parties,  a  scheme  will  be  framed  for  carrying  a 
charitable  bequest  into  effect. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — ^This  is  an  action  of  covenant  on 
an  indenture,  granted  by  a  parishioner  of  Wormingford  to 
the  vicar  of  his  parish,  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of 
money  to  be  laid  out  upon  the  trusts  enumerated  in  the 
deed.  His  executors  have  refused  to  perform  this  covenant, 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  impossible  to  do  so.  The  cove- 
nant requires  them  to  invest  in  the  three  per  cents.,  in  the 
corporate  name  of  the  vicar  and  in  the  corporate  names  of  the 
churchwardens  of  Wormingford,  and  in  the  corporate  name 
of  the  archdeacon  of  Colchester,  and  it  is  possible  that  the 
law  may  interfere  to  prevent  the  successors  to  some  of  these 
parties,  in  their  corporate  capacity,  from  taking  this  invest- 

(a)  14  Vcs»  364i  (6)  2  Y.  &  J.  60. 
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1838.  ment  in  succession.  But  what  diflference  does  that  make 
to  the  executors  ?  It  is  nothing  to  them,  and  does  not  re- 
lieve them  from  the  necessity  of  performing  the  obligation 

Constable    ^hich  the  testator  has  covenanted  to  perform.     It  also  ap- 
aoa  aootber.  "^  ,       •  . 

pears  that  a  charitable  bequest  forms  one  of  the  objects  of 

the  covenant,  which  would  warrant  an  application  to  the 

Court  of  Chancery,  and  thereby  all  diflSculties  would  be 

removed. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. — The  defendants  allege  that  they  cannot 
invest  this  sum  in  the  corporate  names  of  these  parties, 
because  they  are  not  corporations  for  this  purpose.  But 
let  them  try ;  let  them  apply  to  the  bank.  I  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  it  would  be  a  good  answer  to  make,  that  the 
covenant  was  impossible  to  be  performed,  or  that  the  bank 
had  refused  to  invest  in  the  mode  covenanted  for.  But  if  it 
cannot  be  done,  this  should  have  been  shewn ;  or  the  de- 
fendants might  have  applied  to  a  court  of  equity  to  restrain 
the  plaintiff  from  continuing  the  action ;  and  that  court  could 
have  carried  the  trusts  into  effect.  But  there  is  nothing 
contrary  to  law  in  the  covenant,  although  these  parties  may 
not  be  corporations  sole  for  this  purpose.  It  therefore 
must  be  enforced  like  any  other  legal  covenant. 

Williams  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  change 
of  circumstances  has  taken  place  here  since  the  time  the 
covenant  was  entered  into.  If  an  impossibility  to  comply 
with  it  ever  existed,  it  existed  then,  and  must  be  intended 
to  have  been  known  by  the  party  entering  mto  it.  Again, 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  bank  have  ever  refused  to  invest 
this  money  in  the  mode  covenanted  for;  if  they  would  not  do 
so,  it  would  be  a  defence  valid  or  not^  as  the  case  might  be; 
but  nothing  of  the  kind  is  set  up  here.  On  the  contrary, 
nothing  is  shown  to  make  out  that  these  parties  are  not 
capable  of  taking  under  the  words  of  the  covenant,  and  no- 
thing is  suggested  against  the  legality  of  the  covenant. 

CoL£uiDG£  J. — This  is  a  case  in  which  a  party  has 
voluntarily  entered  into  a  covenant,  and  an  action  is  now 
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brought  to  enforce  it.    The  only  answer  capable  of  being        i838. 
given  would  be,  that  it  was  to  perform  a  legal  impossibiiity. 
I  will  not  now  inquire  whether  that  would  be  a  valid  an- 
swer, but  at  present  I  do  not  see  that  any  impossibility  is    Cohstablb 
1  -ni..!  ...  •....         and  another. 

made  out     Jb.ach  of  the  parties  designated  in  the  deed  to 

take  the  money  is  a  corporation,  and  it  does  not  at  all  ap- 
pear that  the  bank  would  refuse  the  investment  of  the  money 
in  their  corporate  capacity.  The  only  question  at  present 
is,  can  the  investment  be  made  ?  There  is  no  ground,  nor 
ought  we,  to  make  the  surmise  that  the  bank  will  refuse. 
It  ought  to  have  been  shewn,  in  order  to  complete  this 
argument,  that  the  bank  are  restricted  by  some  act  of  par- 
lianaent  from  receiving  the  investment  in  question.  No 
impossibility  therefore  is  shewn,  or  at  all  appears  to  exist, 
to  prevent  the  performance  of  this  covenant 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


WlLKlNS  W.  HemSWORTH,  Esq.  January  Idi*. 

Trespass  and  false  imprisonment  against  the  defend-  ^9  »"  *?^'»°". 

■^  ^  of  fabe  irnpn* 

ant,  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Norfolk.    Plea,  sonmeat 

against  a 
jostice  of  the  peace,  a  special  verdict  found,  that  at  a  bearing  before  two  inagis- 
trates,  at  which  the  plaintiff  was  summoned,  two  paper  writings  were  made,  signed 
and  sealed  by  them,  by  the  first  of  whicli  he  was  ac^udged  to  be  the  reputed  father  of 
a  bastard  child,  and  ordered  to  pay  the  expenses  of  the  lying-in  and  oroer,  and  Is.  6d, 
a  week  to  the  parish  of  B.  so  long  as  the  cnild  was  chargeable ;  and  S.  A.,  the  mother 
of  the  child,  was  ordered  to  pay  Is.  a  week  in  case  she  should  not  nurse  the  child  her- 
self. The  second  paper  writing  was  exactly  the  same,  except  that  S.A.  was  ordered  to 
pay  the  U.6d,  a  week,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  tlie  name  of  5.  A,  being  inserted  by  mistake 
for  the  plaintiff's,  and  the  justices  believing  that  one  order  was  a  copy  of  the  other. 
The  jusuces  also  told  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  that  he  was  to  pay  Is.  6d.  a  week.  When 
the  two  orders  were  made,  they  were  delivered  to  the  parisn  officers  of  B.,  according 
to  the  usual  practice  of  the  county,  and  they  delivered  the  second  mentioned  instru- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  and  kept  the  first  tliemselves.  On  a  demand  of  the  arrears  of 
Is.  6€L  a  week,  the  plaintiff  refused  to  pay,  on  the  ground  that  the  order  delivered  to 
him  was  not  a  gQoa  order.  On  a  summons  before  uie  defendant,  the  parish  officers  of 
B.  produced  the  order  delivered  to  them;  upon  which  the  defendant  committed  the 
plaintiff  to  gaol  for  three  months,  in  default  of  his  paying  the  arrears: — Held,  that  the 
Ofder  opoo  which  the  defendant  issued  his  warrant  was  a  valid  order;  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  bound  to  go  into  the  inquiry  whether  another  order  was  made  upon  another 
person,  a  valid  order  being  produced  before  him ;  nnd,  per  Littledale  J.,  that  if  two 
orders  were  made  by  mistake  at  the  sitting  of  the  magistrates,  it  was  competent  to  them 
at  the  time  to  declare  which  was  the  right  one. 

2.  A  justice  is  liable  in  trespass;  if  he  commit  n  person  for  disobedience  to  an  order 
which  turns  out  to  be  invalid. 
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1838.  °ot  guilty.  At  the  trial  at  the  Norfolk  summer  assizes, 
1835,  before  Parke  B.,  a  special  verdict  was  found,  which 
stated  the  following,  amongst  other  facts: — That  on  the 
Hemsworth.  5th  day  of  November,  1829,  the  plaintiff  appeared  before 
two  justices  for  the  county  of  Norfolk,  on  a  charge  of  bas- 
tardy, in  pursuance  of  a  summons  obtained  by  the  church* 
wardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  New  Buckenham, 
in  that  county,  and  thereupon  the  two  justices  made  and 
wrote,  and  signed  and  sealed,  two  paper  writings,  one  of 
which  was  as  follows."  The  special  verdict  then  set  out 
an  order,  signed  and  sealed  by  such  justices,  by  which  the 
plaintiff  was  adjudged  to  be  the  reputed  father  of  a  bastard 
child,  and  ordered  him  to  pay  155.  towards  the  lying-in  of 
iSaraA^/(/u (the mother),  lL68,6d»  for  the  order,  and  \8,6d. 
weekly  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  New  Bucken- 
ham, during  so  long  time  as  the  child  should  be  chargeable. 
It  further  ordered  Sarah  Aldis  to  pay  \s.  weekly  to  the 
churchwardens,  in  case  she  should  not  nurse  the  child  her- 
self. The  other  paper  writing  was  also  signed  and  sealed  by 
the  same  justices,  and  was  set  out  at  length.  After  directing 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  several  sums  of  15s.  and  I/.  6s.  6J.  as 
in  the  former  order,  it  ordered  Sarah  Aldis  to  pay  to  the 
parish  officers  of  New  Buckenham  Is.  6r/.  weekly,  during 
such  time  as  the  said  child  should  be  chargeable,  and  also 
ordered  that  the  said  Sarah  Aldis  should  pay  ]5.  weekly  in 
case  she  should  not  nurse  the  child  herself.  The  verdict 
then  found  that  the  name  of  Sarah  jlldis,  in  the  clause 
ordering  her  to  pay  \s.6d.  weekly,  was  written  by  mistake 
for  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  justices,  when  they 
signed  and  sealed  the  last-mentioned  order,  believed  and 
intended  that  it  should  be  an  exact  copy  of  the  first-men- 
tioned order.  The  said  justices,  at  the  time  they  signed 
and  sealed  the  above  paper  writings,  told  the  plaintiff  that 
he  was  to  pay  }s.6d,  a  week  towards  the  support  of  the  bas-^ 
tard  child,  and  on  having  signed  and  sealed  the  same,  they 
delivered  them  to  the  parish  officers  of  New  Buckenham, 
with  directions  to  deliver  one  of  them  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
to  make  demand  of  the  money  mentioned  therein  upon  him, 
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and  to  keep  the  other  in  the  parish  chest,  and  to  make  a        1K38. 
memorandum  upon  that  which  they  kept  of  the  service  of     _. 
the  other,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  magistrates  of  v. 

that  hundred,  on  occasion  when  orders  and  duplicate  orders 
or  copies  have  been  made,  it  being  left  to  the  parish  officers 
to  keep  one  and  deliver  the  other^  without  the  magistrates 
specifying  which  was  to  be  kept  and  which  delivered.    The 
parish  officers  kept  the  first-mentioned  paper  writing,  and 
deposited  it  in  the  parish  chest,  and  indorsed  the  service  of 
the  other  upon  it»  and  delivered  the  other  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  thereupon  paid  to  them  the  sums  of  1/.  6s.6c2.  and  155. 
The  verdict  then  found,  that  the  paper  writing  which  was 
kept  by  the  churchwardens  was  intended  by  the  justices  to 
be  their  original  order,  and  that  the  paper  writing  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  parish  officers  was  intended  to  be  a 
copy  thereof;  that  the  said  S,  Aldis  was  present  at  the  time 
the  said  instruments  were  signed,  sealed  and  delivered ;  and 
that  it  did  not  appear  which  was  made  first,  nor  whether  it 
was  before  or  after  they  were  made  that  the  justices  told 
the  plaintiff  that  he  was  thenceforth  to  pay  l«.6d.  a  week. 
The  verdict  then  set  out  an  application  to  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  beginning  of  1830,  to  pay  the  arrears  of  the  weekly  pay- 
ment, which  he  refused  to  pay,  on  the  ground  that  the  order 
delivered  to  him  was  bad.    The  parish  officers  then  informed 
him  that  the  order  kept  by  them,  by  their  order,  was  the  real 
order,  and  they  served  him  with  a  copy  of  it.    The  plaintiff^ 
having  refused  to  pay,  was  in  1834  summoned  before  the 
defendant,  a  magistrate  of  the  county.    Upon  depositions  by 
the  parish  officers  of  the  first-mentioned  order,  and  of  the 
plaintiff's  non-compliance  with  it,  and  on  being  called  upon 
to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  pay  the  arrears,  he  stated 
that  the  order  delivered  to  him  required  the  said  <S.  Aldii  to 
make   the  weekly  payments.     The  defendant  thereupon 
committed  the  plaintiff  to  Norwich  gaol  for  three  months, 
unless  he  should  pay  the  arrears  sooner.    The  jury  assessed 
the  plaintiff's  damages  at  20/.,  in  case  it  should  appear  to 
the  Court,  upon  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances^  that 
the  defendant  was  guilty,  &c« 
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18S8.  Kelfy,  for  the  plaintiflf.    Although  the  justices  had  juris- 

^^^^      diction  in  this  case  to  make  one  order,  they  have  here  made 
W1LKIN8  .  ,     ,.  •  •    ,         ,     •  •  .  .        ■ 

V.  twO|  which  are  duplicate  ongmals^  and  which  must  be  taken 

HsMswoRTB.   together.    But  if  they  are  taken  together,  they  cannot  be 
obeyed  without  striking  out  a  material  part  of  the  order. 
Therefore  the  whole,  being  repugnant,  is  void :  Grani  v. 
Fletcher  (a).     Supposing  that  one  order  were  made  before 
the  other; — when  once  a  good  order  is  made,  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  the  magistrate  to  supersede  it  by  making  another. 
But  in   this  case  the  jury  have  found   they   are   dupli- 
cate originals :  it  is  impossible  to  say  which  of  them  was 
first  in  order  of  time,  for  it  is  expressly  so  found  in  the 
special  verdict;  it  is  equally  impossible  to  say  which  of  them 
is  binding.     [Coleridge  J,  Are  you  not  in  this  difficulty? 
If  the  order  made  upon  the  plaintiff  was  the  first,  then  it  is 
binding  on  him :  if  the  order  on  the  mother  was  made  first, 
still  there  is  a  good  order  made  upon  the  plaintiff.     On 
what  authority  do  you  contend  that  the  magistrates  could 
make  only  one  order?]     The  18  Eliz.  c.  £,  s.  3,  directs 
that  the  order  shall  be  made  on  the  father  or  mother;  and  it 
is  quite  clear  (and  indeed  found  by  the  jury),  that  the  jus- 
tices did  not  intend  to  make  two  orders  in  this  case.     If  the 
two  instruments  form  only  one  order,  there  is  a  fatal  va- 
riance between  them.     If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  there  is  no  variance,  then  the  mother  might  be  made 
liable  for  the  arrears  as  well  as  the  father.     This  case  was 
before  the  Exchequer  in  fVilkins  v.  Wright  {b);   and  the 
ground  taken  by  BayJeif  B.  in  his  judgment,  clearly  shews 
that  the  two  instruments  delivered  to  the  parish  officers 
constitute  but  one  order.    The  Court  there  relied  on  the 
fact  that  only  one  of  the  instruments  was  delivered  to  the 
parish  officers,  which  they  therefore  said  must  be  taken  to 
be  the  valid  order;  but  the  jury  have  now  found  that  both 
were  delivered  to  the  parish  officers.     It  is  certainly  found 
in  this  case,  that  the  order  upon  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  \$.Qd. 
a  week  was  intended  to  be  the  valid  one ;  but  it  is  quite 
contrary  to  the  whole  course  of  law  that  parol  evidence 

(a)  8  D,  &  R.  69;  5  B.  &  C.  436.         (6)  2  C.  &  M.  191 ;  3  Tyr.  824. 
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should  be  admitted  to  explain  the  meaning  of  an  instrument      J8S8. 

under  band  and  seal.    I'he  defendant  therefore  having  acted      Wilkins 

upon  an  order  which  is  a  nullity,  had  no  jurisdiction^  aud  is  „      v. 
,..,.,  Hbhswoetb. 

liable  m  trespass. 

£•  Andrews,  contri.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer (a)  is  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  The  principal 
point  here  is,  whether  there  has  been  a  good  and  valid  order 
against  the  plaintiff.  It  has  been  denied  that  the  justices 
could  make  an  order  both  on  the  father  and  on  the  mother. 
The  words  of  the  18  Eliz,  c.  S,  certainly  seem  to  point  at 
its  being  made  upon  one  of  them  only ;  but  the  constant 
practice  has  been  to  make  the  order  upon  both ;  and  each 
of  these  orders  would  be  bad  if  such  a  practice  is  contrary 
to  law.  The  observation  from  the  bench  is  decisive^  that 
here  there  is  a  valid  order  against  the  plaintiff;  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  another  order  has  been  made  against 
the  mother:  if  that  order  is  bad^  it  cannot  be  enforced 
against  her.  But  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  a  subse- 
quent order  against  the  mother  would  be  bad,  or  that  an 
order  made  upon  her  at  the  same  sittings^  on  a  separate 
instrument,  would  be  bad.  Taking  the  two  orders  as  one, 
all  that  it  would  amount  to  is,  to  make  both  father  and  mo- 
ther liable  to  I5. 6d.  a  week,  and  to  repeat  part  of  the  order 
against  the  father.  But  such  repetition  does  not  vitiate  an 
order.  Therefore,  whether  there  was  one  order  or  two,  the 
order  upon  the  plaintiff  was  valid.  Grant  v.  Fletcher  (6)  is 
quite  inapplicable;  the  entry  in  the  broker's  book  not  having 
been  signed,  it  was  necessary  to  refer  to  the  bought  and 
sold  notes  in  order  to  ascertain  the  contract ;  and  as  they 
varied  from  each  other  in  a  material  particular,  there  was 
of  course  no  valid  contract.  Even  if  the  order  be  bad, 
trespass  does  not  lie  against  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff's 
case  was  brought  before  him  judicially :  it  was  sworn  that 
an  order  was  duly  made  on  the  plaintiff,  and  he  only  acted 
on   the   complaint  before  him.      [Coleridge  J.   Can  you 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  191 ;  3  T>t.  884.       {h)  8  D.  &  R.  59  J  5  B.  &  C.  436. 


60  CASES  JHf  THE  QUEEN  S  BENCH, 

1838.  make  that  point,  if   the    order  is   a  nullity   altogether? 

^JP^*^^  LittledaleJ.  What  authority  have  you  for  the  position?] 

9.  Milts  V.  Colkttifl)  is  relied  upon.    [WHliatM  J.  That  is  a 

Hemswobth.  ve,y  different  case.] 

Kelly^  in  reply.  Supposing  it  to  be  competent  to  the 
justices  to  make  two  orders,  it  must  be  established  that 
they  did  make  two  orders  in  this  case ;  but  there  is  nothing 
in  the  statute  which  justifies  the  opinion  that  they  can 
make  two  orders.  If  they  have  power  to  make  two  orders, 
then  the  plaintiff  would  have  to  pay  the  money  twice  over; 
for  directly  the  first  is  made,  it  is  valid,  and  he  would  be 
obliged  to  pay  the  money  under  it.  Then  comes  a  second 
order,  which,  if  good,  he  must  also  comply  with.  But  it  is 
clear,  from  the  verdict,  that  only  one  was  made,  as  it  is 
stated  that  the  justices  intended  the  two  instruments  to 
correspond:  the  whole  therefore  must  be  taken  together. 
Weaver  v.  Price  (Jb)  shews  that  trespass  is  maintainable  if 
the  justice  acts  without  jurisdiction,  although  circumstances 
are  stated  to  him  on  oath,  which,  if  true,  would  be  suflicient 
to  give  jurisdiction. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — There  is  no  doubt  in  this  case 
that,  unless  a  good  warrant  is  shewn  for  the  imprisonment 
of  the  plaintiff^  he  is  entitled  to  recover  his  damages.  It 
appears  that,  on  the  hearing  before  the  magistrates,  an  order 
is  made  upon  him  as  the  reputed  father  of  a  bastard  child, 
and  the  order  is  delivered  to  the  parish  officers :  another 
order  is  subsequently  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  When  the 
parish  officers  afterwards  summon  him  before  the  defend- 
ant, for  not  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  order,  he  denies 
his  liability,  on  the  ground  that  another  party  is  liable. 
That  would  be  good  cause  to  shew  before  the  magistrate, 
and  a  long  inquiry  might  take  place ;  in  which  case  it  would 
turn  out  that  the  order  he  relied  upon  was  not  the  valid 
order.  But  I  do  not  think  the  defendant  was  at  all  bound 
to  go  into  that  inquiry.    A  valid  order  is  produced  before 

(a)  6  Biog.  85.  (6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  409. 
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him,  and  upon  that  he  acts.     For  these  reasons  1  think  he         1838. 
was  fully  justified,  and  that  judgment  must  be  for  the 
defendant. 


LiTTLEDALE  J. — I  have  had  great  doubts  in  my  mind 
during  the  argument ;  and,  though  not  upon  the  fullest  con« 
TiGtion,  I  think  upon  the  whole  that  judgment  must  be  for 
the  defendant.  I  think  so  upon  this  ground, — that  the 
two  instruments  formed  but  one  order.  It  does  not  appear 
which  of  these  two  orders  was  first  made ;  but  I  think,  as 
against  the  defendant,  who  has  deprived  the  plaintiff  of  his 
liberty,  we  must  take  that  upon  the  woman  to  have  been 
the  first.  That  order  directs  her  to  pay  the  weekly  sum  of 
Is.  6J.  Then  another  order  is  made  upon  the  plaiutiiF  to 
pay  the  same  sum.  All  took  place  at  one  meeting ;  and 
there  does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  been  any  intention  to 
make  two  orders.  One  order  certainly  differs  from  the 
other ;  but  the  magistrates  told  the  plaintiff  he  was  to  pay 
Is.  6d.  a  week.  Therefore,  even  if  the  justices  made  a  mis- 
take in  their  first  order,  they  were  not  fundi  officio;  and  all 
being  done  at  the  same  meeting,  it  was  competent  to  them 
to  declare  which  was  the  right  order. 

Williams  J. — I  agree  both  with  the  view  taken  by  my 
lord  and  that  taken  by  my  learned  brother.  I  think  there 
was  nothing  to  shew  that  two  orders  were  ever  intended, 
and  that  it  was  enough  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice 
which  order  was  the  valid  one.  The  decision  come  to  on 
this  point  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  is  perfectly  satisfac- 
tory,  namely,  that  the  order  delivered  to  the  parish  officers, 
and  kept  by  them,  was  the  valid  one.  I  also  think  with  my 
lord,  that  the  defendant  had  before  him  a  valid  order,  on 
which  he  was  justified  in  issuing  his  warrant. 

Coleridge  J. — It  is  clear  the  plaintiff  cannot  succeed 
unless  he  makes  out  that  the  order  in  question  was  a  nullity. 
Let  us  look  then  at  the  case.  Suppose  the  magistrates 
make  an  order,  by  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  pay  Is.  6d. 
a  week,  and  Siarah  Aldis  Is.  a  week^  and  that  the  plaintiff 
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is  summoned  before  a  justice  for  non-payment  under  this 
order ; — could  he  say  then  that  that  order  was  to  go  for 
nothing,  because  another  order  had  been  previously  made 
by  the  justices,  by  which  the  woman  was  to  pay  a  different 
sum  ?    It  clearly  therefore  was  not  a  nullity. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Wednetdojf, 
January  17  th, 

A  bastard 
child,  bora 
before  the 
passing  of 
the  4  &  5  W. 


tdiYe,  is  re- 
moveable  to 
the  parish  of 
her  Dirth,  al- 
though within 
the  age  of 
nurture. 


The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Wbnoron. 

On  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the 
county  of  Cornwall^  whereby  Sophia,  the  illegitimate  child 
of  Sophia  Bowswarrick,  late  Sophia  Hellings,  single  woman, 
4,  c.  70,  living  aged  about  four  years,  was  removed  to  the  parish  of  Con- 
moiher^who  "  ^tantine,  in  the  same  county,  which  came  on  to  be  heard  at 
had  married,  the  Midsummer  Sessions  in  1836  for  the  same  county,  the 
husband  was  ^^^^^  quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
Court  on  a  case  which  related  these  facts.  The  pauper, 
the  said  Sophia  Hellings,  is  the  illegitimate  child  of  Sophia 
Bowswarrick,  who,  before  her  marriage,  was  a  settled  in- 
habitant of  the  parish  of  Constantine,  and  in  which  last- 
mentioned  parish  the  said  Sophia  Hellings,  the  pauper,  in 
the  year  1832,  was  bom.  After  her  birth  the  pauper  was 
placed  at  nurse  in  the  parish  of  Wendron,  in  the  said  county, 
by  and  in  which  latter  parish  she  was  relieved  and  main- 
tained as  a  pauper  before  and  at  the  time  the  said  order  of 
removal  was  made.  In  the  month  of  November^  1835,  the 
pauper's  mother  intermarried  with  John  Bowswarrick  of 
the  parish  of  Kenwyn,  in  the  said  county,  and  a  settled  in- 
habitant of  that  parish,  and  both  she  and  her  husband  have 
resided  in  the  said  parish  of  Kenwyn  ever  since.  The  said 
Johri  Bowswarrick  and  his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  never 
resided  in  the  said  parish  of  Wendron.  And  this  Court  are 
of  opinion,  that  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c. 
76,  the  settlement  of  the  pauper,  the  said  Sophia  Hellings, 
in  the  said  parish  of  Constantine,  was  suspended  during  the 
lives  of  her  said  mother  and  ber  said  husband,  until  she  at- 
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tained  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  and  that  the  pauper  ought 
to  have  been  sent  to  the  residence  of  her  mother. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folktt  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  ^"^^J^'j^^k  ""^ 
The  question  arises  on  the  construction  of  s.  57  of  the  New 
Poor  Law  Act  (4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76.)  As  that  section  en- 
acts,  that  the  husband  shall  be  liable  to  maintain  the 
children  of  the  wife  bom  before  marriage,  and  "  that  such 
child  or  children  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  be  deemed 
a  part  of  such  husband's  family  accordingly,**  the  sessions 
have  considered  that  the  child's  settlement  is  suspended  till  the 
age  of  sixteen.  The  Poor  Law  Commissioners  have  arrived 
at  the  same  conclusion.  The  other  side  contend,  that  the 
settlement-parish  of  the  pauper  may  obtain  an  order  upon  the 
father-in-law  for  the  relief  of  the  child.  But  the  statutes  {a) 
which  compel  relations  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  their 
families,  merely  enacts  that  they  shall  relieve  them ;  this 
statute  provides  that  the  child  shall  be  deemed  part  of  the 
father-in-law's  family.  That  enactment  must  be  wholly 
senseless,  if  the  father-in-law  is  only  bound  to  contribute  to 
the  child's  relief  in  the  parish  where  it  is  settled.  The 
meaning  of  the  section  is,  that  the  child  is  to  reside  with 
the  father,  and  if  it  becomes  chargeable  before  the  age  of 
sixteen,  it  is  the  father's  chargeability,  not  the  child's. 
Lang  ▼•  Spicer{b)  decided,  that  on  the  marriage  of  the  mo- 
ther of  a  bastard  child,  the  putative  father  ceased  to  be  lia- 
ble, and  that  the  father-in-law  became  chargeable  in  respect 
of  it,  but  it  does  not  touch  the  present  question  any  more 
than  Rex  v.  Walthamsiow  {c),  because  although  the  child 
cannot  be  removed  to  the  father-in-law's  parish,  not  being 
settled  there,  it  does  not  follow  that  all  the  other  incidents, 
of  being  part  of  the  husband's  family,  do  not  accrue.  Un- 
der the  old  law,  a  child  under  the  age  of  nurture,  like  the 
pauper,  could  not  be  removed  from  the  parents,  and  that 
law  b  unrepealed. 

(a)  43  Elix.  c.  2,  ss.  7,  11 ;  59         (6)  1  M.  &  W.  129. 
Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  %6.  (e)  1  N.  &  P.  460. 
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18S8.  Rowe,  coDtrsl.    This  case  does  not  raise  the  general 

Th   Qu         question.    This  child  was  born  in  1832,  before  the  passing 

V.  of  the  4  8c  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  and  therefore  its  settlement  was 

^"we*5  w^^^^  in  its  birth-parish.  It  is  admitted  that  if  the  child  bad  been 
living  with  the  mother,  before  that  act  passed,  it  would 
have  been  necessary  to  send  the  child  with  the  mother  to 
the  mother's  parish,  even  though  the  child  had  a  different 
settlement-parish  ;  Rex  v.  Hemlingion  (a).  [Coleridge  J. 
Is  not  that  only  in  case  the  child  is  not  living  at  the  place  of 
its  birth  ?  There  was  a  case  in  this  Court  of  an  Irish  pau- 
per, where  the  child  was  sent  to  its  settlement-parish,  and 
the  parent  was  sent  to  Ireland  (6).]  That  decision  is 
founded  on  the  statutes  giving  no  power  to  remove  any  one 
to  Ireland,  having  a  settlement  in  this  country.  But  in  this 
case  the  child  was  not  living  with  the  mother,  therefore  the 
law  as  to  the  non-removal  of  a  child  within  the  age  of  nur- 
ture does  not  apply.  It  is  laid  down  in  the  4th  Burn's 
Jmtice  (c)  ''  that  if  the  mother  voluntarily  desert  it  (the 
child)  the  cause  of  nurture  then  ceaseth,  and  it  may  be  sent 
to  its  buth-place  of  settlement."  So  that  if  the  new  act  had 
not  passed,  it  is  clear  that  the  child  might  be  removed  to 
its  birth-place.  All  that  the  new  act  has  done  in  this  case, 
is  to  substitute  the  mother's  parish  for  the  birth-parish  of  a 
bastard  (s.  710  A  conditional  order  cannot  be  made  for  a 
removal  to  the  husband*s  parish  (J);  and  the  13  8c  14  Car, 
2,  c.  id,  requires  the  removal  to  be  to  the  last  settlement. 
The  child,  therefore,  may  be  removed  to  its  birth-parish, 
and  that  parish  may  obtain  an  order  upon  the  father-in-law 
for  its  support,  or  may  proceed  against  him  under  5  Geo.  4, 
c.  83,  s.  3. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.— The  57th  section  of  4  &  5  Will. 
4,  c.  76,  may  certainly  be  argued  with  much  plausibility,  to 

(a)  Cald.  6.    And  see  Skeffrezk  Tom,  5  N.  &  M.  581. 

▼.  Wal/ord,  9  Bolt,  pi.  11.  (c)  4  Burn  J.  430,  ed.  of  D'Ojr- 

(6)  Rex  V.  Bennett,  2  B.  &  Ad.  lej^  nnd  WilliamB. 

712,  or  Rex    v.    Mile  End  Old  (d)  2  Nol.  P.L.  4lh  ed.  211. 
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make  the  bastard  child  of  a  female  pauper  part  of  the  father-        jssz. 

ui»law's  family  for  all  purposes  whatever ;  but  cousideriiig 

that  that  act  was  passed  principally  for  the  relief  of  the  poor, 

and  not  to  effect  changes  in  settlement,  and  more  particu-  IiAabitontt  of 

larlj  when  I  6nd,  that  in  s.  71  it  is  expressly  enacted,  that 

a  bastard  child  shall  follow  its  mother's  settlement,  I  think 

it  is  a  fair  deduction,  that  if  s.  57  intended  to  make  any 

alteration  in  the  law  of  settlement  for  such  a  child,  when 

the  mother  married,  that  it  would  have  done  so  in  terms. 

The  words  of  that  section  are,  that  the  child  shall  become  a 

part  of  the  husband's  family  for  the  purposes  of  the  actg 

which  are,  first,  the  receiving  of  maintenance,  and,  secondly, 

receiving  it  in  such  proportion  as  every  other  member  of  his 

family  would  be  entitled  to.     In  Rex  v.  Walthamstow(a) 

we  held  that  the  settlement  of  the  child  is  not  changed,  but 

still  the  parish  where  the  child  is  settled  may  come  upon 

the  husband  and  compel  him  to  maintain  it.    Now,  the 

parish  of  Wendron  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  matter,  the 

father  and  mother  not  living  there;  and  their  only  obligation 

arising  from  the  child  being  found  in  their  parish,  and  being 

chargeable  to  them,  it  is  clear  that  they  cannot  be  liable. 

Then  to  what  place  can  the  child  be  removed,  except  to  its 

settlement  by  birth?    I  therefore  think  the  order  of  removal 

was  right,  and  the  order  of  quarter  sessions  wrong, 

LiTTLBDALE  J. — ^The  57th  section  says,  the  child  shall 
be  part  of  the  husband's  family,  but  it  does  not  say  a  word 
about  settlement.  There  is  no  objection,  therefore,  to  its 
being  removed  to  Constantiue,  for  it  may  still  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  husband's  family,  and  an  order  may  be  made 
on  him  for  its  support.  When  the  husband  shall  have  pro- 
vided for  the  maintenance  of  the  child,  he  will  have  done  all 
that  is  required  by  the  act.  The  terms  of  s.  7 1  arc  different, 
for  they  are  express  as  to  the  settlement  of  a  bastard  child, 
but  the  57th  section  contains  no  provision  on  the  subject. 

(a)  I  N.  &  p.  460. 
VOL.  Ill,  f 
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1838.  Williams  J. — The  qaestion  as  to  the  removeabilitj  of  a 

^"^^^       child  durinir  the  period  of  nurture,  does  not  occur,  because 
The  QuBBN  .  .  .  . 

,,.  the  child  was  living  apart  from  its  mother.    The  compari- 

Inhabitants  of  go„  ^f  g^  57  ^th  s.  71  goes  far  to  show  that  the  decision  in 
WEjrpRoir.  , 

Rex  V.  Waliham$tow{a)  was  right,  because  ail  that  is  said  in 

s.  57  is,  that  the  child  shall  be  deemed  part  of  the  husband's 
family,  but  s.  7 1  goes  further,  and  enacts,  that  the  child  shall 
follow  the  mother's  settlement.  A  strong  inference  arises 
from  that  provision,  that  s.  57  was  not  intended  to  alter  the 
child's  settlement  in  the  cases  provided  for  in  that  section. 
The  child,  therefore,  is  settled  in  its  birth-parish,  and  I 
think  that  no  suspension  of  its  settlement  should  be  consi- 
dered to  take  place.  If  steps  are  to  be  taken  against  the 
father-in-law  for  contribution  to  the  support  of  the  child,  it 
IS  highly  reasonable  that  the  parish  where  the  settlement  is, 
should  be  the  parish  to  do  so,  and  not  the  parish  where  the 
child  may  by  accident  happen  to  be. 

CoLEBiDGE  J. — I  entirely  concur.  The  tender  age  of 
the  child  is  out  of  the  question,  because  she  is  already  liv- 
ing apart  from  her  mother.  Lang  v.  Spicer  (b)  only  de- 
cided that  the  mother  of  a  bastard  child  having  married,  the 
liability  of  the  putative  father  ceased.  Only  three  possible 
cases  can  be  conceived  with  regard  to  this  child.  It  must 
either  remain  at  Wendron,  or  be  removed  to  Kenwyn,  or  to 
Constantine.  As  to  the  first  case,  there  is  no  provision  of 
the  act  which  enacts  that  the  child  shall  have  no  settlement 
at  all,  or  which  makes  it  irremoveable  from  the  parish  where 
it  happens  to  be  till  the  age  of  sixteen.  According  to  the 
terms  of  s.  57,  the  husband  is  bound  to  maintain  the  child ; 
but  if  he  refuse  so  to  do, — why  is  a  stranger  parish, 
like  Wendron,  to  bear  the  burden  of  putting  that  law  in 
force  i  If  it  is  to  be  removed  to  the  husband's  parish,  a 
new  form  of  order  must  be  devised.  It  is  admitted,  that 
the  child  is  not  settled  in  that  parish.  But  it  is  essential 
that  the  justices  should  adjudicate  upon  the  settlement, 
(a)  1  N.  &  P.  460.  (6)  1  M.  &  W.  129. 
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wbeo  an  order  of  removal  ia  to  be  made.     I  see  no  pro*        I8S8. 
viio  in  the  act  under  which  a  removal  could  be  made  to 
any  other  than  the  settlement-parish.     Then  what  is  to  pre* 
feat  the  removal  being  made  to  the  settlement^parish  ?  '"^\^JjJ*^^^^  °^ 
There  are  no  words  strong  enough  in  the  act  to  destroy 
that  settlement.    The  literal  meaning  of  the  words  in  s.  51 
does  not  warrant  that  construction^  and  on  comparing  it 
with  8.  7 If  where  there  is  an  express  provision  on  a  cor- 
relative subject,  no  implication  can  be  made  that  a  similar 
provision  was  intended  in  the  former  clause.    It  is  a  much 
ufer  course  to  construe  these  sections  according  to  the  lan- 
guage used,  and  not  to  give  them  an  extended  sense,  un- 
warranted by  the  words. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 
Order  of  Justices  confirmed. 


RieBARDS  t.  Fry.  Thmday, 

January  18M. 

lllESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close,     i-  To  an 

and  for  chasing  and  worrying  the  plaintiff's  sheep,  being  In  p^gg  ^^^^ 

and  upon  the  said  close,  and  driving  them  off  the  said  close  claasum  fre^t, 
.  and  tor  cbaaioe 

to  certain  places  situate  and  being  at  a  great  distance  from  the  plaintiff's 

the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  and  detaining  them  there.  ^^P  ^^  . 

The  third  plea  was  as  follows : — And  for  a  further  plea  the  said  doses, 

as  to  the  driving  and  chasing  the  sheep,  ewes,  and  lambs,  Jhem  fo^aYiw^^ 

in  the  declaration  mentioned,  elsewhere  than  in  the  said  space  of  time, 

closes  of  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  and  pleaded,  as  to 

as  to  the  keeping  and  detaining  the  same,  as  in  the  decia*  ^|*®  chasing 

.        ,     1      ,  ^     ,  ,        ,        .  .    .^  the  sheep  else- 

ration  also  mentioned,  the  defendant  says  that  the  plaintiff  where  and  de- 
taining them, 
that  at  the  times  ivhen  &c.,  he  was  in  the  lawful  possession  of  a  certain  messuage  &c., 
and  prescribed  for  himself  and  the  occupiers  thereof  for  thirty  years  next  before  the 
levend  times  when  &c.,  to  have  common  of  pasture  in  the  locus  in  quo,  and  then  jus- 
tified distraining  the  sheep  damage  feasant :— Held,  that  whether  or  not  a  defendant  at 
common  law  could  justify  a  trespass  to  personal  chattels,  by  virtue  of  possession  gene- 
tally  of  the  locui  m  qua,  this  plea  was  framed  on  tlie  8  &  3  fT.  4,  c.  71,  and  was  bad  on 
ipecial  demurrer  for  not  alleging  the  user  to  have  been  for  thirty  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action. 

9.  SembU,  per  Paite$OH  J.,  that  it  is  not  necessary,  in  a  plea  under  the  S  &  3  W,  4, 
c.  71,  to  allege  the  user  to  have  been  "  witliout  interruption. 
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18S8.  ought  not  to  have  tic.,  because  he  saith^  that  before  and  at 
the  times  respectively  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  be  the 
defendant  was  and  still  is  in  the  lawful  possession  and  the 
occupier  of  a  certain  messuage  and  lands,  with  the  appur- 
tenances,  to  wit,  8lc.,  situate  and  being  in  the  county  afore- 
said ;  and  that  he  the  defendant,  and  all  the  occupiers  for 
the  time  being  of  the  said  messuage  and  lauds,  with  the 
appurtenances,  for  thirty  years  nest  before  the  said  several 
times  when  &c.,  have  actually,  as  of  right,  had  and  have 
been  used  and  accustomed  to  have,  and  of  right  ought  to 
have  had,  and  the  defendant  then  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
have  for  himself  and  themselves,  his  and  their  tenants  and 
farmers,  occupiers  of  the  said  messuage  and  lands,  with  the 
appurtenances,  common  of  pasture  in,  upon,  and  through- 
out a  certain  place  and  lands  in  the  county  aforesaid,  to 
wit,  in  the  parish  of  Counterbury,  in  the  said  county,  to 
wit,  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Counterbury  Common, 
for  all  his  and  their  commonable  cattle,  levant  and  couchant, 
in  and  upon  the  said  messuage  and  lands  of  the  defendant, 
with  the  appurtenances,  every  year,  and  at  all  times  of  the 
year,  as  to  the  said  messuage  and  lands  of  the  defendant, 
with  the  appurtenances  belonging  and  appertaining:  and 
because  the  said  sheep,  ewes,  and  lambs,  in  the  said  decla- 
ration mentioned,  were  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  trespasses  in  the  introduction  of  this  plea 
mentioned,  in  and  upon  the  said  place  or  lands  in  this  plea 
aforesaid,  whereon  the  defendant  is  mentioned  to  have 
been,  and  to  be  entitled  to  common  of  pasture  as  afore- 
said, depasturing  and  destroying  the  grass  and  herbage  then 
there  growing,  and  being  and  doing  damage  there,  so  that 
the  defendant  could  not  have  or  enjoy  his  said  common  of 
pasture  there  in  so  ample  a  manner  as  he  then  ought  to  have 
had  and  enjoyed  the  same,  he  the  defendant,  at  the  said 
time  when  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  seized 
and  took  the  sheep,  ewes,  and  lambs  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  as  and  for  and  in  the  name  of  a  distress  for  the 
said  damage,  and  was  leading  and  driving,  and  led  and 
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drove  the  same  out  of  and  from  the  said  last-mentioned  1838. 
place  and  lands  towards  a  certain  common  pound  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  to  wit,  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  there  to 
impound  and  keep  the  said  sheep,  ewes,  and  lambs  im- 
pounded according  to  law,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  until  the 
defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
at  the  earnest  entreaty  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  made 
oot  to  impound  the  same,  but  to  release  and  restore  the 
same  to  him  the  plaintiff,  released  and  restored  the  same  to 
ibe  plaintiff  accordingly,  as  it  was  lawful  for  the  defendant 
to  do  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  which  are  the  same  several 
trespasses  in  the  introduction  of  this  plea  and  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned  :  and  this  the  defendant  is  ready  to  verify, 
wherefore  he  prays  Judgment  if  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
or  maintain  his  aforesaid  action  thereof  against  him. 

Special  demurrer,  shewing  for  cause  that  the  said  plea 
did  not  shew  for  how  many  years  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit  the  defendant  and  the  occupiers  for 
the  time  being  of  the  said  messuage  &c.  had  used  the  said 
common  of  pasture. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Ogle,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  in  Michaelmas  term  First  points 

last  (a).     This  plea  is  framed  on  the  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  Hfw!^ 

8s.  1  8c  4,  but  it  is  necessary  in  such  a  plea  that  the  thirty  c.7i,inu8tal- 

years  user  should  be  alleged  to  be  nexi  before  the  com-  ^^  neube- 

mencement  of  the  suit.      All  the   pleas  framed  on  this  foratbecom- 

MM  f   f .       -^1        f   XN         mcncemrnt 

statute   have  so  alleged  it;    Monmouthshire  Lanal  Com-  of  the  suit. 

pony  v.  Harford  {b),  Tickle  v.  Brown  {c\  Wright  v.  TTi/- 
liams{d).  In  Jones  v.  Price  {e\  where  the  allegation 
of  user  was  for  a  period  of  thirty  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  Tindal  C.  J.  held  that  it  was 
necessary  to  support  that  allegation  by  proof  of  user  fof 

(fl)  Noverabcr  lOlh,  before  Lord  (c)  4  A.  &  E.  36d. 

Denman  C.  J.,   Patiaon,   WU-  (d)  iM.&W.rr. 

Ikm,  and  Ccieridge  Js,  (c)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  52. 

(6)tC.M.a^R.6l4. 
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1838.  thirty  years  next  before  the  suit.  Beasley  v.  Clarke  (a)  is 
another  decision  on  this  statute.  II.  This  plea  does  not 
state  the  user  to  have  been  without  interruption.  Sec- 
tions 1  &  4  shew  that  the  right  must  be  enjoyed  without 

Second  pomt:  .  .       *.       •  .  «    «    .        ,  . 

The  plea  must  interruption  for  thirty  years,  and  all  the  pleas  on  the  statute 

all^e  the  user  have  alleged  the  user  to  be  without  interruption.     [Pal- 
to  be  without  T    r    •  r  L 
interraption.     teson,  J.  It  has  been  held,  that  where  the  user  has  been 

alleged  to  be  as  "  of  right/'  interruptions  may  be  shewn  (A) ; 

and  if  so,  the  present  form  is  good.]    There  is  no  decision 

that  a  plea  without  this  allegation  is  good.    The  question 

could  not  arise  in  Tickle  v.  Brown  {b\  because  there  the  user 

was  alleged  to  be  without  interruption  (c). 

Third  point :         M.  Smith  contrA.    The  declaration  complains  of  break*- 

dfiMt^ouVo  *    ^"8  ^^^  plaintiff 's  close  and  driving  his  sheep,  but  the  plea 

trespass  to       only  justifies  the  latter.    The  question,  therefore,  on  the 

tels  may  allege  2  8c  3  Will.  4,  does  not  arise.     For  the  justification  being 

S^rdefenda^ift   *^  Personal  chattels  only,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  the  de- 

generaDy.        fendant^s  possession  generally;  Anonymous  {d).    Lord  Holt 

C.  J.  in  that  case  said,  "  Where  the  action  is  transitoryi  as 

trespass  for  taking  goods,  the  plaintiff  is  foreclosed  to 

pretend  a  right  to  the  place ;  nor  can  it  be  contested  upon 

the  evidence  who  had  the  right;  therefore  possession  is 

justification  enough  t  but  in  trespass  quare  clausuni  fregit 

it  is  otherwise.''    This  dictum  was  disapproved  of  in  Taylor 

v.  Eastwood  {e)f  but  the  decision'  Was  upheld.     The  case 

b  Salk.  is  cited  by  Serjt.  Williams  (/)>  to  shew  that  in  fres* 

pass  for  chasing  the  plaintiff's  tattle,  possession  is  a  suffi* 

cient  justification.    In  actions  for  disturbance  of  the  piain** 

tiff's  common,  it  is  suflScient  to  aver  possession  generally; 

Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (C  39) ;  and  there  is  no  distinction  in 

principle  between  such  an  action  by  a  plaintiff,  and  a  jus- 

(o)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  705.  to  notice. 

lb)  Tickle  V.  Brown.  4  A.  &  E.  ((Q  2  Salk.  643. 

369.  (c)  1  East,  212. 

(r)  Og/e  took  another  objection  (/)  'i^oie  i ,  to  Stisnnclr.Hoggt 

io  the  plea,  which  the  decision  of  1  Wms«  Saund.221. 
the  Court  renders  it  uanecetsary 
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tification  by  a  defendant  for  taking  cattle  damage  feasant  iu 
a  place  of  which  he  is  possessed.  The  rule  is  broadly  laid 
down  by  Seijt.  Williams  (a),  that  when  the  right  of  common 
is  only  inducement,  it  is  sufficient  for  the  defendant  to  allege 
that  he  is  possessed.  [Patteson  J.  You  say  that  your  plea 
is  a  good  plea  at  common  law,  but  in  form  it  certainly  is  a 
plea  under  the  statute.]  If  the  allegation  as  to  the  thirty 
years  user  be  struck  out,  then  it  amounts  to  a  plea  of  pos* 
session  at  common  law ;  and  if  not  quite  correct  in  form, 
still  no  objection  has  been  taken  to  it  on  special  demurrer. 
In  Bright  y.  Walker  (6),  the  declaration  averred  that  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  of  a  certain  wharf,  and  by  reason 
thereof  ought  to  have  had,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  a 
right  of  way ;  it  was  objected  that  the  right  of  way  was 
improperly  laid  as  appurtenant  to  the  wharf;  but  Parhe  B. 
said,  "  There  is  no  difficulty  about  the  declaration ;  that 
is  sufficient."  So  in  AtHmon  v.  Teasdale  (c),  a  right  of 
common  was  averred  in  the  same  way. 

II.  The  plea  is  good  on  the  statute.  The  object  of  the  Tint  point. 
act  is  to  be  gathered  from  the  preamble,  namely,  that  it 
was  to  substitute  a  definite  period  of  time  for  the  **  time 
immemoriar  formerly  used  in  pleas  of  prescription.  Then 
as  sect.  5  shews  that  the  allegation  of  the  time  fixed  by  the 
statute  is  to  be  substituted  for  the  "  time  immemorial,''  it 
follows  that  the  new  prescription  is  to  be  brought  down  to  the 
period  to  which  the  time  immemorial  used  to  be,  namely,  to 
the  period  of  the  trespass  committed.  Section  4,  which  enacts 
that  the  period  shall  be  taken  to  be  that  next  before  some 
suit  or  action  wherein  the  claim  or  matter  to  which  such 
period  may  relate  shall  have  been  brought  in  question^ 
relates  only  to  the  mode  of  proof,  and  this  is  shewn  conclu- 
sively by  Jones  v.  Price  (d)*  If  that  section  is  to  be  fol- 
lowed literally  in  pleading,  the  plea  must  allege  a  user  for 
thirty  years  next  before  a  suit  wherein  the  claim  had  beed 


(a)  Note  (2)  to  Mellor  v.  Spate* 
man,  t  Wins.  Saond.  340. 

(b)  lCM.ftR.91]. 


(c)  3  Wils.  78. 

id)  3  Biog.  N.  C.  59. 
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18S8.  brooglit  10  qoestioB.  Bat  suppose  a  psrtj  had  a  right 
three  years  ago,  which  he  released,  and  then  that  an  action 
was  bfooght  i^ainst  him  for  a  trespass  coaaiitted  before  the 
release,  if  he  pleads  according  to  the  letter  of  the  statute, 
i.e.  a  user  for  thirty  years  before  the  cooiniencemait  of  the 
suit,  he  would  be  defeated,  although  the  act  in  question 
was  perfectly  justifiable  at  the  time.  [Pattesom  J.  He 
might  not  be  able  to  avail  himself  of  the  statute^  but  he 
would  have  a  defence  at  common  law.]  That  may  be,  but 
the  case  shews  that  such  a  harsh  construction  of  the  statute 
was  never  intended.  Wrigkt  ▼•  WUUams  {a)  only  decided 
that  an  allegation  of  user  next  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  was  good ;  it  is  consistent  with  that  case,  that  the 
allegation  in  this  plea  is  good  also. 
Second  point.  HI.  As  to  the  omission  of  the  words  **  without  inter^ 
ruption,"  the  rule  iu  pleading  is,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to 
aver  any  thing  which  more  properly  comes  from  the  other 
side.  If  there  had  been  interruptions,  it  might  have  been 
shewn  by  the  other  side.  Parke  B.»  in  giving  judgment  io 
Bright  V.  Walker  (6),  said  that  enjoyment  must  have  been 
'*  without  interruption ;"  but  his  lordship  was  clearly  only 
speaking  of  the  evidence  necessary  to  be  brought  forward. 

Third  point.  Qff'^  ^  reply.  If  a  defendant  justifies  under  a  right  of 
common,  he  must  set  out  his  title  specially.  The  rule  is 
thus  stated  by  Serjt.  Williams  (c),  ''  in  a  plea  justifying 
under  a  right  of  common,  the  defendant  must  set  out  his 
title  to  the  common  specially."  [Pattaon  J.  Serjt  Wil- 
liana  is  there  clearly  speaking  of  actions  quare  clausum 
fregit.  Mr.  Smith  draws  a  distinction  between  that  action 
and  trespass  to  personal  chattels.]  The  arguments  drawn 
from  the  inconvenience  of  construing  the  2  &  3  Will.  4, 
c.  71,  s.  4,  according  to  its  terms,  were  urged  in  Wright  v. 
Williams  {a),  but  without  effect.    The  allegation  **  without 

Second  point,  interruption''  ought  to  have  been  made,  for  it  forms  part  of 

(a)  1  M.  &  W.  77.  (c)  Note  8,  to  Mellor  v.  Spttt' 

(6)  1  C.  Ai.  &  R.  3U.  mm,  X  Wns.  Saood.  346. 
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the  defendant's  justification.  A  traverse  of  the  allegation  1838. 
"  as  of  right"  would  not  have  been  sufficient.  In  Beasley 
V.  Clarke  {a),  where  there  was  a  traverse  of  the  user  as  of 
right,  and  evidence  was  admitted  that  the  user  had  been  by 
leave  and  licence,  the  claim  of  user  was  laid  as  of  right  and 
without  interruption.  [Patteson  J.  How  could  the  allega- 
tion ''  without  interruption"  be  traversed?  if  it  had  been  al- 
leged, it  would  not  have  done  to  aver  interruptions  generally.] 

Cfir.  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — The  declaration  in  this  case  stated 
that  the  defendant  broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  closes 
by  name  and  abuttals,  and  chased  and  drove  away  the  plain- 
tiff's sheep  from  and  out  of  the  said  closes  to  places  at  a 
great  distance,  and  there  kept  them,  and  afterwards  drove 
and  chased  the  sheep  away  from  the  last-mentioned  places 
to  other  places  at  a  greater  distance.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
first,  not  guilty;    secondly,  that  the  closes  were  not  the 
plaintiff's;   thirdly,  as  to  driving  and  chasing  the  sheep 
elsewhere  than  in  the  plaintiff's  closes,  that  the  defendant 
was  possessed  of  a  messuage  and  lands,  and  that  all  the 
occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  messuage  and  lands, 
for  thirty  years  next  before  the  said  several  times  when  &Ci, 
have  actually  as  of  right  had  and  have  been  used  and  ac- 
customed, and  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  and  the  said 
defendant  then  and  still  of  right  ought  to  have  common  of 
pasture  in  a  certain  common,  as  to  the  said  messuage  and 
lands  belonging  and  appertaining.    The  plea  then  justifies 
driving  and  chasing  the  plaintiff 's  sheep  from  that  common 
as  disturbing  the  defendant's  right. 

To  this  third  plea  the  plaintiff  has  demurred,  assigning 
for  cause  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  plea  for  how  many 
years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  the  de- 
fendant and  the  occupiers  of  his  messaage  and  lands  have 

(a)  SBtiig.N.C.705. 
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1838.  had  common.  The  objection  arises  on  the  statute  2  8c  3 
Will.  4,  c.  71|  8S.  ],  4  Sc  5.  The  defendant's  counsel, 
howevefi  endeavoured  to  avoid  the  objection  by  arguing 
that  this  plea  may  be  supported  at  common  law  without 
any  reference  to  that  statute ;  that  it  is  in  substance  an 
allegation  that  the  defendant  is  possessed  of  a  messuage 
and  lands^  by  reason  whereof  he  is  entitled  to  right  of 
common,  and  that  he  drove  away  the  plaintiff's  sheepi  who 
were  disturbing  that  rights  and  that  such  allegation  is  suffi- 
cient in  a  plea  to  a  transitory  action  for  chasing  sheep, 
without  claiming  the  right  of  common  by  prescription  in  a 
que  estate,  inasmuch  as  that  right  is  in  this  case  only  in- 
ducement or  conveyance.  He  relies  on  the  cases  which 
establish  that  such  an  allegation  is  sufficient  in  a  declaration 
fur  disturbance  of  common,  and  on  the  analogy  to  a  plea 
justifying  the  taking  of  cattle  damage  feasant,  in  which  it  is 
sufficient  to  allege  the  defendant's  possession  of  the  place 
where  the  cattle  are  taken.  We  have  not  found  any  case 
in  which  the  principle  established  in  those  cases,  viz.  that 
as  against  a  wrong-doer,  it  is  sufficient  to  allege  possession, 
has  been  applied  to  a  plea  stating  a  right  of  common.  A 
note  of  Mr.  Serjt.  Williams,  in  the  case  of  Mellor  v.  Spate- 
man  (a),  was  referred  to,  in  which  he  so  lays  down  the  rule 
in  these  words : — "  Indeed,  where  the  right  of  common  is 
only  inducement  or  conveyance,  it  is  held  sufficient  for  the 
defendant  to  allege  that  he  is  possessed ;  as  where  the  jus- 
tification is  an  escape  of  the  cattle  from  a  common  to  the 
close  in  which  Sec.,  through  defect  of  a  fence,  which  the 
plaintiff  is  bound  to  repair,  or  an  escape  from  the  defend- 
ant's own  close."  But  the  authority  he  cites,  viz.  Faldo  v. 
Ridge  (b)p  supports  only  the  latter  part  of  the  sentence* 
The  point  may  be  doubtful,  but  we  think  we  are  not  called 
upon  to  determine  it;  for  on  attentively  considering  this 
plea,  we  cannot  treat  it  as  averring  only  possession  of  a 
right  of  common,  but  are  satisfied  that  it  avers  a  right  of 
common  in  a  que  estate,  substituting  for  time  immemorial 

(o)  1  Wma.  Sannd.  346.  (6)  YeW.  75. 
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thirty  years  under  the  late  statute.  Dome  v.  Ca$hford  (a) 
is  an  express  authority  to  shew  that  a  bad  averinent  of  a 
right  in  a  que  estate  in  a  declaration,  cannot  be  treated  as 
an  averment  of  possession  only,  though  such  an  averment, 
properly  framed,  would  have  been  sufficient  in  the  case. 

We  come,  therefore,  to  the  principal  objection,  viz.  that  First  point. 
the  thirty  years  are  laid  **  next  before  the  said  times  when 
&c.,"  instead  of  ''  next  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit.*'  The  first  section  of  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  7 1 ,  enacts  that 
no  claim  to  right  of  common,  which  shall  have  been  actually 
enjoyed  by  any  person  claiming  right  thereto,  without  inter- 
niption,  for  the  full  period  of  thirty  years,  shall  be  defeated 
by  showing  only  that  it  was  first  taken  at  a  prior  time. 

The  fourth  Section  enacts,  that  the  thirty  years  shall  be 
deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  period  next  before  some  suit  or 
action  wherein  the  claim  shall  be  brought  into  question. 

The  fifth  section  enacts,  that  in  all  pleadings  in  trespass 
it  shall  be  sufficient  to  allege  that  enjoyment  of  common  as 
of  right  by  the  occupiers  of  the  tenement  in  respect  whereof 
the  same  is  claimed,  for  and  during  such  of  the  periods 
mentioned  in  the  act  as  may  be  applicable  to  the  cases, 
and  without  claiming  in  the  name  or  right  of  the  owner  of 
die  fee,  as  is  now  usually  done. 

Taking  these  sections  together,  it  seems  quite  clear  that 
the  averment  of  enjoyment  for  thirty  years  next  before  the 
times  when  &c.,  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  act.  The 
period  mentioned  in  the  act  is  plainly  thirty  years  next 
before  some  suit  or  action  in  which  the  claim  shall  be 
brought  into  question.  Generally  speaking,  that  would  be 
next  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  which  the 
pleading  takes  place;  and^  at  all  events,  it  is  not  next 
before  the  times  when  8cc« 

But  we  were  pressed  with  absurdities  and  inconveniences, 
which  it  is  supposed  would  arise  from  such  construction  of 
the  act ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  difficulties  of  the  same 

(a)  1  Salk.  daSy  8.  C*  1  Com.  Rep.  44. 
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1838.  nature  were  pointed  out,  to  which  we  should  give  occasion 
by  holding  the  plea  to  be  good. 

These  absurdities  and  inconveniences  were  urged  to  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  in  Wright  ▼.  Williams  {a),  in  which 
the  averment  was  **  next  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit ;"  but  that  Court  held  the  averment  to  be  correct,  and 
the  decision  is  directly  in  pomt;  for  we  cannot  think,  as  was 
suggested  at  the  bar,  that  both  modes  of  averment  are 
correct,  and  either  may  be  adopted,  at  the  option  of  the 
pleader. 

The  periods  in  the  two  averments  are  certainly  quite 
different,  and  the  evidence  requisite  to  support  them  mani- 
festly not  the  same. 

We  shall  not  attempt  to  obviate  the  difficulties  sug- 
gested, but  adhering  to  the  express  words  of  the  statute, 
and  to  the  decision  in  Wright  v.  Williams  (a),  with  which 
we  fully  agree,  we  hold  that  the  only  correct  averment  is 
'*  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  (or,  possibly,  some 
other)  suit/' 

We  do  not  feel  that  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Price  (b)  at  all 
militates  against  this  decision.  That  case  merely  esta- 
blishes that  the  averment  of  *'  thirty  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,"  means  "  thirty  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit ;''  in  other  terms,  that  the 
omission  of  the  word  *'  next"  does  not  alter  the  sense. 
Other  objections  were  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
to  the  plea  in  question,  which  it  becomes  unnecessary  for 
us  to  notice. 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  we  think  that  the  plea  is 
bad,  and  that  judgment  must  be  given  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(<i)  1  M.  &  W.  77.  (h)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  624 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Poor  Law  Commissioners. — In 

the  matter  of  the  Holborn  Union.  Thundiv^, 

^  January  18/A, 

5IR  F.  POLLOCK,  in  Michaelmas  term^  had  obtained  a  Theparish  of 

nile  nisi  for  a  certiorari,  calling  upon  the  Poor  Law  Com-  ^^-  ^- ''■•  _ 
'or  created,  under 

missioners  to  shew  cause  why  an  order  of  theirs,  dated  the  10  Anne^ 

March  29.  1836,  whereby  they  ordered  the  parish  of  St.  %rli:c\^M^ 

Andrew^  Holbom*ab6ve-Bars,  united  with  the  parish  of  St.  tical  purposes 

George  the  Martyr,  and  the  liberty  of  Saffron  Hill,  Hatton  the^relief  o^*^ 

Garden,  Ely  Rents,  and  Ely  Place,  to  be  united  for  the  re-  ^?  V^^  ""^ 

other  paro- 
lief  of  the  poor,  by  the  name  of  the  Holborn  Union,  and  chial  purposes 

that  a  board  of  guardians,  to  the  number  of  twenty,  should  fo^"""^^/^ 
be  elected  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Poor  Law  the  parish  of 
Amendment  Act.  The  notice  sent  in  pursuance  of  the  «hich'it'had 
4  8c  5  Will  4,  c.  76,  s.  106,  stated  the  three  following  heen  severed, 
grounds  for  the  application  to  this  Court ;  first,  that  the  local  acu  re- 
parishes  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom-above-Bars,and  St^Georse  »P«9'inB  ^f^ 
,     m,  .  ,       .  i.  .        ,  parishes,  they 

the  Martyr,  were  a  union  at  the  time  of  making  the  order,  were  spoken  of 

and  the  administration  of  the  poor  laws  was  vested  in  a  righ«*'^<f*'j 
board  of  governors  and  directors,  elected  under  6  Geo.  4,  the  patina  of 
c.  clxxv.  (local),  and  that  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  Amendment^ 
have  not  obtained  the  consent  in  writing  of  two-thirds  of  •Act,  the  laws 
the  governors  and  directors  for  the  time  being,  as  required  btration  of  re-' 
by  8.  32  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76 ;  secondly,  that  there  being  '*®^  ^  ^ 
a  board  of  governors  and  directors  acting  under  6  Geo.  4,  vested  in  a 
c.  clxxv.,  in  whom  the  administration  of  the  poor  laws  for  «^aJdia„g^ 
the  united  parishes  of  St.  Andrew,  Holborn,  and  St.  George  elected  from 
the  Martyr  was  vested,  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  had  no  rishes  jointly; 
authority  to  interfere  with  the  local  government  of  the  said  ^A*'  neither  of 
united  parishes ;  thirdly,  that  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners  had  ever  main- 
had  ordered  a  board  of  guardians,  to  consist  of  twenty,  to  ^""•**  ^heir 
be  elected,  by  which  order  the  number  of  guardians  was  rately :— Held, 
decreased,  without  having  obtained   the   consent  of  the  Hsheswere*' 

not  a  union 
incorporated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  under  any  local  act,  and,  therefore,  that  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  might  join  them  to  a  onion  under  s.  96  of  the  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act,  without  the  consent  of  two*thirdsofihe  existing  guardians,  ns  required  in  cer- 
tain cases  by  s.  33. 
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1838.        owners  of  property  and  rate-payers  to  such  alterationi  con- 
^-^^''"^      trary  to  s.  41  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76. 

9,  The  affidavitSi  on  which  the  rule  was  obtainedi  stated, 

'^^*Lf  ***^*      that  the  parishes  of  St.  Andrew,  Holborn-above-Bars,  and 

sioMBKs.       St.  George  the  Martyr,  had  been,  since  1825,  governed  by 

a  board  of  guardians  and  directors,  appointed  under  6  Geo.  4, 

c.  clxxv.,  consisting  of  fifty  guardians. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  stated,  that  the  district  now 
forming  the  parish  of  St.  George  the  Martyr,  was  formerly 
part  and  parcel  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom-above- 
Bars,  and  that  it  was  separated  from  that  parish  for  eccle- 
siastical purposes  only,  in  1713,  under  the  10  Anne,  c.  11, 
but  that  for  all  other  purposes  it  never  had  been  separated ; 
and  that,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  and  all  other  parochial 
purposes,  the  two  parishes  continued  united,  having  one  work- 
house and  one  set  of  overseers,  and  that  the  parishioners  of 
the  two  parishes  were  rated  under  one  rate  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor.     It  was  also  sworn,  that  by  researches  into  an^ 
cient  documents,  it  appeared,  that  formerly  the  parish  of 
St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  formed  one  entire  parish,  and  that 
under  the  IS  8c  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew, 
Holborn,  for  the  more  convenient  relief  of  the  poor  therein, 
was  divided  into  three  townships  or  liberties,  which  were 
called  the  upper  and  lower  liberties  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, and  the  city  liberty,  all  three  of  which  supported 
their  own   poor  separately.     The   commissioners,   under 
10  Anne,  carved  out  of  the  upper  liberty  of  the  parish  of 
St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  a  parish  called  St.  George  the  Mar- 
tyr, but  only  for  ecclesiastical  purposes.     It  was  also  sworn, 
that  this  district  was  sometimes  called  by  the  name  of  the 
Upper  Liberty  of  St.  Andrew,  and  sometimes  the  united 
parishes  of  St.  Andre w^  and  St.  George. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  Sir  W.  W.  Folleit,  Wightman, 
and  Tomlinson,  now  shewed  cause.  It  will  be  contended, 
that  the  parishes  of  St.  George  the  Martyr  and  St.  Andrew, 
Holbom^  are  a  union  already;  and,  therefore,  that  the  Poor 
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Law  Commissioners  cannot  interfere  with  them,  except  in        18d8. 
the  mode  pointed  out  by  s.  38  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment    -,^^ 
Act.     But  St.  George  the  Martyr  is  not  a  parish,  except  for  v. 

ecclesiastical  purposes;  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  and  other  t*^  commis* 
parochial  objects,  it  constitutes  part  of  the  parish  of  St,  siovhim. 
Andrew,  Holbom-above-Bars.  The  interpretation  clause 
(s.  109)  defines  a  parish  to  mean  any  place  **  maintaining 
its  own  poor;"  therefore  St.  George's  does  not  come  within 
the  definition,  and  it  follows  that  no  union  exists,  according 
to  the  meaning  affixed  to  that  word  in  the  interpretation 
clause.  S.  32  is  relied  upon  by  the  other  side ;  and  it  is 
contended,  that  as  St.  George's  and  St.  Andrew-above-Bars 
are  united  for  the  purposes  of  rating,  they  formed  a  union 
before  the  passing  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act. 
But  these  parishes  never  having  been  separated,  cannot  be 
said  to  be  united  for  the  purposes  of  rating.  S.  100  com- 
prehends three  classes  under  the  term  '*  union ;"  first,  parishes 
united  under  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act ;  second,  pa* 
risheg  incorporated  under  Gilbert* b  Act  (a);  and  third, 
parishes  incorporated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  under  any 
local  act.  This  case  can  only  come  within  the  third  class ; 
but  to  make  a  union  of  parishes,  there  must  be  previously 
existing  districts  or  places  maintaining  their  own  poor.  The 
facts  stated  in  the  affidavits  dispose  of  the  case,  for  they 
shew  no  such  parishes  or  districts  existed  here.  First  of 
all,  St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  is  a  parish  for  all  purposes 
whatsoever.  Then  by  the  13  &  14  Car.  %,  this  parish  was 
divided  into  three  liberties,  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining 
their  own  poor.  One  of  these  liberties  was  called  the 
Upper  Liberty.  Under  the  10  Anntt  c.  1 1 ,  a  parish  for  eccle- 
siastical purposes  only  was  carved  out  of  the  Upper  Liberty, 
the  remainder  of  which  was  called  St.  Andrew-above-Bars. 
Under  s.  22  of  10  Anne^  St.  George  the  Martyr  might  have 
been  made  a  separate  parish  for  all  purposes ;  but  that  sec- 
tion has  never  been  acted  upon,  and  the  two  districts  for 

(a)  S3  Geo.  3,  c  83. 
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1838.  die  relief  of  the  poor  and  other  parochial  parposes,  coo- 
tnnaed  to  be  one  parish,  accordii^  to  s.  ^  of  that  a€t. 
The  6  Geo.  3,  c.  100,  and  various  local  acts  (6),  have  been 
passed,  regulating  the  laws  for  the  administration  of  the 
poor  in  these  parishes,  bnt  as  thej  never  were  separated  for 
that  purpose,  no  local  act  can  be  said  to  have  united  them. 
The  present  case  was  in  some  degree  anticipated  b  the 
case  of  Bex  v.  The  Poor  Law  Comwiissiomen  (a).  Lord  HeiH 
mam  C.  J.  there  stated  the  question  to  be,  "  whether  the 
Coaunissioners  are  prevented  from  indudmg  in  a  union  or 
parish,  a  place  which  is  already  governed  by  a  local  act." 
The  sole  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  parishes  form 
a  union  within  the  provisions  of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment 
Act. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  Erie,  Busby,  and  Tkomas,  contri.  The 
two  parishes  of  St  George  the  Martyr  and  St.  Andrew^ 
Holborn-above-Bars,  have  been  two  separate  parishes  ever 
since  the  10  Anne,  ell.  Then,  having  been  united  under 
6  Geo.  3,  c.  100,  for  the  purposes  of  rating,  they  form  a 
union  within  the  meaning  of  s.  32,  and  can  only  be  dis- 
solved, or  have  their  constitution  altered  by  the  consent  of 
two-thirds  of  the  guardians  of  the  existing  board.  The 
legislature  has  always  recognized  these  parishes  as  united  (6). 

(a)  2  N  &  P.  8.  the  Martyr,  should  meet  annoalljr, 

(6)  The  following  local  acts  were  and  elect  fifty  inhabitants  (of  the 

also  cited.  two  districts)  as  governors  and  di- 

Tbe  6  G .  3,  c.  c.  (local),  intituled  rectors  of  the  poor. 
**  An  Act  for  emplojing  the  Poor,  The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  cIxtt.  (local) 

and  Lighting  &c.  the  Streets  within  intituled^  "An  Act  for  the  better 

that  Part  of  the  Parish  of  Sl  An-  regulating,  charging,  and  collecting 

drew,  Holboin,  which  lies  above  of  the  Rates  for  the  Relief  of  the 

the  Bars,  and  the  Parish  of  St.  Poor,  within  that  Part  of  the  Pa- 

Geoige  the  Martyr."  rish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  which 

S.  1  enacted,  that  the  inhabit-  lies  above  the  Bars,  in  the  County 

ants    within  the  said  part  of  Sl  of  Middlesex,  and  the  Parish  of 

Andrew,  together  with  the  inha-  St.  George  the  Martyr,  in  the  said 

bitants  of  the  parish  of  St.  George  County,   for  the  better   Maiote- 
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Thus,  in  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  xxxii.  (local),  the  preamble  re-         1838. 
cites  the  litigation  which  had  taken  place  between  the  So-    .,.    ^ 
ciety  of  Lincoln's  Inn  and  the  governors  and  directors  of  v. 

the  poor  of  the  said  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  UoU  l^^  Commts. 
bom,  and  the  parish  of  St.  George  the  Martyr,  (such  last-  signers. 
mentioned  parish  having  long  since  been  united  with  the  said 
part  'of  the  said  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holboni,  for  the 
purpose  of  relieving  the  poor  and  some  other  parochial 
porposes);  and  a  series  of  local  acts,  the  1 1  Geo.  3,  c.  xxii., 
the  14  Geo.  S,  c.  xc,  the  39  Geo.  3,  c.  xxxix.,  and  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  clxxv.,  all  recognize  these  parishes  as  united. 
The  Poor  Law  Commissioners  themselves,  in  the  order 
they  have  made,  describe  these  parishes  as  St.  Andrew, 
Holbom-above-Bars,  united  with  St.  George  the  Martyr, 
l^hese  parishes,  therefore,  are  to  all  intents  a  union ;  and 
although  the  definition  of  union  is  given  in  s.  109,  that 
was  not  intended  to  narrow,  but  to  extend  the  signification 
given  to  the  term ;  and  other  meanings  of  the  term  which 
had  been  previously  given  by  the  legislature,  were  not  in« 
tended  to  be  excluded.  It  is  only  in  fact  upon  the  re- 
searches occasioned  by  this  motion,  that  the  Commissioners 
have  ascertained  the  history  of  these  parishes,  for  it  is  clear 
they  were  not  aware  of  it  at  the  time  they  made  their  order. 
In  their  opinion,  therefore,  as  in  that  of  the  legislature,  and 
of  all  the  world,  these  parishes  formed  a  union.     This 

miiice,  Emplojrment,  and  Regula-  Masters  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  and  the 

tion  of  the  Poor  thereof;  and  for  Governors  and  Directors  of  the 

regulating    the    Nightly    Watch  Poor  of  the  Uni/eJ  Parishes  of  St, 

thereoC  Andrew,  Holborn-above-the-Bars, 

S.  1  recited  the  prior  local  act  and  St.  Geoi^ge  the  Martjr,  Mid- 

or39  Geo.  S,  and  repealed  it.  dlesex." 

8.5    provided   for  an   annual         The  preamble  to  this  act  recited, 

meeting  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  that  the  parish  of  St.  Geoige  the 

two  districts  for  the  election  of  fifty  Martyr  had  been  long  since  united 

governors  and  directors  of  the  poor,  with  the  said  part  of  the  said  pa- 

Tbe  10  Geo.  4,  c.  xxxii.  intituled  rish  of  St.  Andrew,  llolborn,  for 

'*  An  Act  for  confirming  an  Agree-  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  poor 

ment  between  the  Treasurer  and  and  some  other  parochial  purposes. 

vol*,  in.  Q 
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1838.        Court  has  already,  iu  the  case  of  the  Wkiieckapel  UMum{a\ 

^"^^^^^      recognized  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  distinc- 

The  Ql  EEH      .t  1  .1.-.-.  .r 

9.  tion  between  populous  and  small  parishes,  m  the  mode  of 

The  Poor  applying  the  act ;  and  in  the  former  case  of  Rex  v.  ITIe 
SIGNERS.  Poor  Law  Commmioners  {b\  Paiteson  J.  pointed  out,  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  use  of  all 
existing  boards  of  guardians  and  directors.  Lord  Denmmm 
also  dwelt  on  the  express  enactments  to  be  found  in  the 
act  for  the  preservation  of  existing  institutions.  It  is  said 
these  parishes  are  only  divided  for  ecclesiastical  purposes ; 
but  a  parish,  as  defined  by  Johnson,  is,  **  the  particular 
charge  of  a  secular  priest;"  and  it  is  not  contended  that 
they  are  two  parishes  for  the  purposes  of  settlement. 
These  two  parishes,  therefore,  are  parishes  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  and  they  form  a  union  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act.  Accordingly,  to  make  a  change  in  their 
constitution,  the  consent  of  two-thirds  of  the  guardians  of 
the  existing  board  must  be  previously  obtained. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.— This  is  an  application  for  a  cer^ 
tiorari  to  bring  up  an  order  made  by  the  Poor  Law  Com- 
missioners for  uniting  St  Andrew,  Ho1bom-above»Bars, 
and  St.  George  the  Martyr,  with  the  liberty  of  Saflfron  Hill, 
Hatton  Garden,  Ely  Rents,  and  Ely  Place.  This  order 
purports  to  be  made  under  s.  26  of  4  8c  5  Will.  4,  c.  76. 
It  is  alleged,  however,  that  the  district  affected  by  the  order 
comes  within  the  exception  contained  in  s.  3%  and  that 
therefore  no  dissolution,  or  alteration  of  it,  or  addition 
thereto,  shall  take  place,  unless  a  majority  of  not  less  than 
two-thirds  of  the  guardians  concur;  for  that,  by  several  local 
acts,  the  two  portions  of  the  district  are  treated  by  the 
legislature  as  a  union ;  that  the  term  union  is  constantly  ap- 
plied to  them,  and  therefore  that  it  comes  within  the  clause 
in  question.  We  have  already  come  to  two  decisions  upon 
this  act,  which  it  is  alleged  apply  to  the  present  case.     But, 

(o)  «  N.  &  p.  8.  (6)  1  N.  &  P.  39a. 
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10  oij  opinion,  tbey  do  not.  In  the  first  case  (a),  vie  held| 
tbat  the  act  did  not  apply  to  a  single  parish  with  a  local 
board  of  guardians.  If  this  entire  district,  therefore,  com- 
prehended in  the  Commissioners'  order,  has  not  a  local  rJ^n^^^^ 
board  of  guardians,  the  decision  referred  to  does  not  touch  tioMaaa. 
the  present  question.  It'  is  then  said,  that  it  appears  by 
our  judgment  in  the  second  case  (6),  that  we  recogoiaed  a 
difference  of  intention  in  the  legislature,  between  the  pro- 
ceedings to  be  applied  to  populous  or  small  districts,  and 
that,  aa  these  districts  are  large  and  populous,  we  should 
now  act  upon  this  distinction.  It  is  true  we  did  there 
observe  upon  the  reasons  which  might  have  induced  the 
legislature  to  exempt  a  parish  having  a  board  of  guardians 
from  the  clause  giving  the  Commissioners  power  to  make 
unions ;  but  we  entirely  disclaim  any  right  to  give  to  the 
words  of  the  legislature  a  meaning  different  from  their  natu- 
ral import,  in  order  to  make  them  accord  with  some  latent 
intention  that  may  be  supposed  to  have  existed.  In  acts  of 
general  bearing  like  these,  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  con- 
strue words  according  to  their  obvious  meaning,  and  not  to 
take  the  unwarrantable  liberty  of  attributing  a  sense  to  phun 
words  different  from  their  natural  import. 

Another  argument  has  been  urged,  that  pariiament  wished 
to  interfere  as  little  as  possible  with  existing  institutions. 
This  we  do  not  deny,  and  we  acted  upon  it  in  the  first  case 
already  noticed,  (a)  but  this  consideration  renders  it  impera- 
tive opon  us  to  see  what  was  the  existing  state  of  things 
in  the  parish  at  the  time  the  order  was  made.  Now  to  see 
whether  there  was  a  union  existing  here  within  the  meaning 
of  this  act,  we  must  look  at  s.  109,  (the  interpretation 
dause)  to  ascertain  the  import  of  the  word  trmon.  We 
there  find  that  it  is  to  include  any  number  of  parishes 
united  either  under  that  act,  or  under  OUberi*%  act,  neither 
of  which  is  the  case  here;  or  thirdly,  any  parishes  incor- 

(fl)  JJ«  V.  The  Poor  Law  Com-  (h)  Rex  v.  TAe  Poor  lam  Com- 
mmumersy  1  N.  &  P.  d7K  MissiVmeft,  2  N.  &  P.  8. 

g2 
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porated  for  the  relief  or  mainteiuuice  of  the  poor  onder  any 
The  QuKEv    ^^^^^  ^^     Does  this  district  come  withio  the  third  cate- 
V.  gory?     Are  these  parishes  incorporated  onder  any  local 

Law  CoMifis-  ^^^^'  ^^  ascertain  that,  we  most  see  wliat  the  legislature 
sioHBu.  means  by  the  word  parish.  By  the  same  clause,  parish  b 
construed  to  be  parish,  city,  district,  and  other  place«  or 
division  or  district  of  a  place  maintaining  its  own  poor. 
It  is  clear  that  neither  of  these  places  is  a  parish  in  any 
other  sense,  and  so  far  from  either  of  them  being  a  parish 
maintaining  its  own  poor,  each  is  a  mere  divinon  of  a  larger 
parish.  They  have  been  divided,  it  is  true,  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  but  neither  of  them  has  ever  been  called  upon 
to  maintain  its  own  poor.  I  therefore  think  that  the  ex- 
ception in  s.  32  does  not  apply,  and  accordingly  that  a  cer- 
tiorari ought  not  to  be  granted. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  this  ap- 
plication. It  appears  that,  prior  to  the  1 3  8c  1 4  Car.  2,  c.  1 2, 
the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom,  was  one  entire  parish 
maintaining  its  own  poor.  Under  that  act  the  parish  was 
divided  into  three  liberties,  which  were  equivalent  to  town- 
ships, for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  their  respective  poor. 
Then,  under  the  10  Anne,  c.  11,  a  power  is  given  to  the 
Commissioners  for  Building  New  Churches,  to  parcel  out 
a  district  as  a  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes  only ;  and 
they  might  also,  under  s.  £2,  make  an  effectual  and  perpe- 
tual division  of  such  parishes  or  districts  for  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever ;  but  that  has  not  been  done  in  this 
case. 

The  parish  of  St.  George  the  Martyr  was  created  under 
this  act,  but  from  that  time  down  to  the  5  8c  6  fVill.  4,  c.  76, 
the  inhabitants  of  St.  George  the  Martyr  have  been  rated  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  jointly^  one  assessment  has  been  con- 
tinued to  be  made,  not  only  on  the  inhabitants  of  St. 
George  the  Martyr,  but  also  on  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish 
of  St.  Andrew's-above-Bars.  It  is  true,  that  local  acts  have 
been  passed  from  time  to  time  relating  to  the  management 
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of  the  funds  to  be  raised  by  poor's  rate,  and  from  the  laii-         1838. 

guageof  some  of  them  it  would  seem  that  St,  George's  and    J*^^^^^ 
"     °     _       ,  __  .  .  ,  ,      TheQuEEK 

bL  Andrew  s-above-Bars  were  separate  parishes  ;  but  such  «. 

language  in  local  acts  cannot  alter  the  constitution  of  St.  l^'commis- 
George  the  Martyr,  which  was  fixed  by  the  WAnne.  The  sioneks. 
next  question  is,  whether  these  places  come  within  the  defi- 
nition of  separate  parishes  under  the  act.  Sect.  109  defines 
parish  to  be  any  place  maintaining  its  own  poor,  and  the  affi- 
davits clearly  negative  that  fact  with  regard  to  either  of  these 
parishes^  and  show  that  the  whole  district  of  St.  George  the 
Martyr  and  St.  Andrew's-above-Bars  maintain  their  poor 
jointly.  The  whole  district,  therefore,  comes  within  the  de- 
finition of  a  single  parish ;  and,  under  s.  26,  the  Commis- 
sioners have  the  power  to  unite  it  to  as  many  other  parishes 
as  they  think  proper.  This  case  is  clearly  within  s.  26, 
and  there  was  no  union  existing  to  bring  it  within  the  ex- 
ception of  8.  32. 

WiLt^iAMS  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion,  and 
though  the  conclusion  may  not  be  arrived  at  in  a  few 
words,  the  question  is  in  fact  a  very  short  one,  namely, 
whether  the  places  in  question  are  comprehended  within 
the  meaning  of  the  word  mtion  in  s.  32.  My  opinion 
is,  that  they  are  not ;  and  if  they  are  not,  it  is  conceded 
that  s.  26  gives  the  Commissioners  the  power  which  they 
have  assumed.  Two  kinds  of  parochial  divisions  have 
been  brought  under  our  notice  to-day,  one  under  the  sta- 
tute of  Car.  2,  for  purposes  relating  to  the  poor,  and  one 
under  10  Anne,  for  ecclesiastical  purposes  only.  Under 
8.  8  of  that  act,  it  appears  that  a  parish,  called  St.  George 
the  Martyr,  was  created  for  ecclesiastical  purposes  only; 
and  although,  under  s.  22,  a  division  might  have  been  made 
for  all  purposes  whatever,  nothing  to  that  effect  was  ever 
done,  as  has  already  been  pointed  out  by  my  brother  Little'- 
dale.  As  far  therefore  as  respects  the  maintenance  of  the 
poor,  St.  George  the  Martyr  continued  to  be  a  portion 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew's-above-Bars,  and  being  S0|  it 
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was  not  a  parish  within  the  meaning  of  the  4  &  5  WilL  4, 
c.  76;  8.  109*  The  next  quesUon  arises  upon  the  word 
union ;  and  I  must  say  I  cannot  accede  to  the  argument 
that  the  definition  of  that  word  is  to  be  looked  for  out  of 
the  interpretation  clausci  when  we  are  called  upon  to  inter* 
pret  this  act.  A  union  of  parishes  for  other  purposes 
under  local  acts,  is  not  a  union  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute,  which  confines  the  term  either  to  parishes  united  for 
any  purpose  under  its  own  provisions,  or  incorporated  under 
Gilbert's  act,  or  under  any  local  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor.  Within  no  one  of  these  definitions  does  the  present 
case  come ;  nor  is  either  of  the  places  in  question  a  parish 
within  the  meaning  used  in  the  act.  It  seems  to  me,  there* 
fore,  that  s.  26  gives  the  Commissioners  power  to  make  the 
order  in  question,  and  that  there  is  nothing  in  s.  32  to  re- 
strain them. 


Coleridge  J. — I  think  this  is  a  very  clear  case,  and 
one  of  the  shortest  points  that  ever  came  before  the  Court. 
The  whole  question  is,  what  the  proper  designation  is  of  that 
portion  of  ground  described  in  the  title  of  the  6  Geo,  4,  as  that 
part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holbom*above-Bars,  and 
the  parish  of  St.  George  the  Martyr.  It  is  conceded,  on  the 
one  hand,  that,  if  the  two  districts  I  have  mentioned  form  pro- 
perly a  union,  the  Commissioners  cannot  interfere ;  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  if  they  do  not  already  form  a  union,  the  Com- 
missioners have  power  to  unite  them  under  s.  26.  The  two 
arguments  mainly  relied  upon  to  exclude  the  Commissioners 
from  acting  were,  first,  that  the  information  brought  forward 
on  the  present  occasion,  as  to  the  history  of  this  district,  was 
not  known  to  the  Commissioners,  or  acted  upon  by  them;  but 
I  cannot  accede  to  that  argument ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  the 
Court  can  only  look  at  the  facts  as  they  present  themselves. 
The  other  argument  used  was,  that,  to  ascertain  what  the 
term  union  means,  reference  must  be  had  to  the  various 
local  acts  affecting  the  parish.  Whether  these  places  were 
ever  united  formerly,  I  do  not  think  it  at  all  necessary  to  exa* 
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niioe,  and  I  will  even  suppose  that  point  might  be  decided  in 
favour  of  those  who  resist  the  order*     But  on  the  construe-    ^^  Qub^n 
tion  of  the  word  union,  as  used  in  this  act,  it  is  obvious  v. 

there  must  be  a  plurality  of  parishesi  whatever  meaning  is  j^^^  Commis- 
to  be  given  to  the  word  parish.  Then,  on  looking  to  the  signers. 
definition  of  the  word  parish  in  s*  I09>  it  is  clear  that 
whether  it  be  a  district,  place,  or  parish,,  properly  so  called, 
it  must  be  a  division  maintaining  its  own  poor.  Supposing! 
for  argument's  sake,  that  St.  George  the  Martyr  might  come 
within  this  definition,  on  looking  to  the  other  member  of  that 
which  18  alleged  to  constitute  a  union,  namely,  St.  An- 
drew's-above-Bars,  it  is  quite  clear  that  that  district  has 
never  maintained  its  own  poor.  But  if  so,  there  is  a  want 
of  those  component  parts  which  the  term  union  implies ; 
and  €x  conctssiSf  the  argument  founded  on  the  exception  in 
8.  32  falls  to  the  ground. 

Rule  discharged. 


Webb  v.  Baker.  Friday, 

.  January  1 9M. 

Assumpsit.     The  declaration  stated  that  the  defend-  On  a  demurrer 

ant,  on  &c.,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  goods  sold,  to  a  whole  de- 

'^  >        •        •       claralion,  con- 

The  second  count  was  on  an  account  stated.     Special  de-  taining  several 

murrer  to  the  whole  declaration,  assigning  for  cause  that  count^weood 
the  declaration  was  informal  in  not  stating  any  time  at  which  the  plaintiff  is 

the  account  was  staled.  Judgment^ge- 

neraliy. 

Hurnfreyt  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  acknowledged  that,  Xx)rd  Dcnman 

as  the  demurrer  was  to  the  whole  declaration,  he  could  not  ^•*^-»  whether 

a  count  on  an 
support  it^  after  the  case  of  Ferguson  v.  Mitchell  (a),  and  account  stated 

Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (Q  3)  j  but  he  contended  that  as  no  time  j?  J^^^t^lj^^^^^^^ 

was  necessary  to  be  alleged  in  the  count  for  goods  sold,  ring  the  time 

he  was  entitled  to  the  costs  on  that  issue ;  Lane  v.  Thel*  ^(^ted. 

welUb). 

(a)  3  C.  M.  8c  R.  687.  (6)  1  M»  &  W.  1404 
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Shee,  contrk,  relied  on  Ferguson  v.  Mitchell  (a)  and  SerjU 
Williams'^  note  to  Duppa  v.  Mayo  {b).  [Coleridge  J. 
Serjt.  WilliatM  refers  to  Com.  Dig.  Pleader  (Q  3),  for  the 
position,  but  Comyn  refers  to  the  prineipal  case  in  Saunders, 
where  the  point  was  not  decided^  but  only  put  arguendo 
by  counsel.]  Powdick  v.  Lyon  (c)  and  Spyer  ▼.  Thelwellid), 
are  also  authorities  that  a  demurrer  to  the  whole  declara- 
tion, where  one  count  is  good,  entitles  the  plaintiflf  to  judg- 
menti  and  costs  follow  as  a  matter  of  course. 


Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J,— On  the  authority  of  those  cases 
in  the  Exchequer,  I  think  the  plain tiiF  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment generally.  At  the  same  time  I  cannot  at  all  see, 
upon  principle,  why  time  is  more  necessary  to  be  averred 
on  the  account  stated,  than  in  the  count  for  goods  sold. 

LiTTLfiDALE,  Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


(fl)  2  C.  M.  &  tt.  68r. 

(6)  1  Wms.  Saund  285  b,  ii.  (9). 


(r)  11  East,  d65. 

(<0  8  C.  M.  &  R.  693. 


Tuesday, 
January  33(/. 

A  deed  of  as- 
signment by 
an  insolvent 
of  all  his  ef- 
fects, for  the 
benefit  of  his 
creditors,  ex- 
ecuted during 
his  imprison- 
ment, without 
consideration 
and  without 
pressure  from 
any  creditor,  is 


BiNNS  and  others.  Assignees  of  Harrison,  an  Insolvent 
Debtor,  v.  Towsey. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on  an 
account  stated.  Plea,  non-assumpsit.  At  the  trial  before 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  in 
Middlesex,  1836,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  claimed  as 
the  assignees  of  the  Rev.  S.  H.  Harrison,  who  had  peti- 
tioned for  his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act, 
on  the  17th  June,  1835,  and  was  discharged  on  Srd  Decem- 
ber following.    The  defendant  produced  a  deed  of  assign- 

volantary,  and  void  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s«  82. 


HILAHY  TERM^   I  VICT. 

roent^  made  by  Mr.  Harrison  whilst  be  was  confined  in 
Southampton  prison  for  debt,  on  14th  November,  1834. 
Bj  this  deed  Mr.  Harrison  assigned  all  his  property,  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects,  (except  the  interest  on  2096/.  three 
per  cents.)  to  the  defendant  and  others,  in  trust  to  pay  all 
his  creditors  who  should  come  in  under  the  deed.  The 
defendant  was  the  acting  trustee  under  this  deed,  and  the 
money  sought  to  be  recovered  had  come  to  him  in  that  capa- 
city. The  defendant  contended,  that  as  this  assignment  was 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  the  case  of  Davies  v. 
Acocks  (a)  shewed  that  the  deed  was  not  void.  The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  was  of  this  opinion,  and  gave  the  defendant 
liberty  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  the  verdict  having  passed 
for  the  plaintiffs. 

Blackburn f  in. the  ensuing  term,  obtained  a  rule  accord- 
ingly ;  against  which 
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Cresswell  and  Cleashy  now  shewed  cause.    The  ground 
assigned  by  part  of  the  Court,  in  Davies  v.  j4cocks{a),  that 
a  deed  of  assignment  by  an  insolvent  for  the  benefit  of  all 
bis  creditors  is  not  void,  was  not  necessary  for  the  decision 
of  that  case,  and  is  clearly  not  warranted  by  the  terms  of 
7  Geo.  4,  c.67|  s.  32 ;  for  that  statute  speaks  of  assignments 
to  any  creditor  or  creditors.    Alderson  B.  differed  from  the 
rest  of  the  Court,  and  suggested  that  the  creditors  of  an 
insolvent  had  a  right  to  have  his  estate  administered  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  which  be  takes  the 
benefit.     If  such  an  assignment  as  this  were  allowed  to 
operate,  the  creditors  would  be  in  a  much  worse  position 
than  if  the  assignment  were  made  under  the  act :  for  in- 
stance, sect.  SO  transfers  to  the  provisional  assignee  of  the 
Court  all  goods  which  the  insolvent,  by  the  consent  of  the 
true  owner,  had  in  his  possession.     So,  under  sect.  35,  the 
assignees  have  various  powers  given  and  restrictions  placed 
upon  them,  all  of  which  are  very  much  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors.     Besides,  the  assignment  under  the  act  is  for 

(o)  S  C.  M.  &  R.  461. 
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the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors ;  whereas  the  present  is  only 
for  such  as  choose  to  come  in. 

An  assignment  like  the  present,  therefore,  defeats  the 
intention  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Act.  The  only  diffi- 
culty arises  on  the  construction  of  sect.  32,  that  such  deeds 
of  assignment  are  not  to  be  deemed  void  ''  unless  made 
within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of  such  im- 
prisonment;*' whereas  this  deed  was  made  whilst  the  insol- 
vent was  in  prison.  This  clause  has  been  under  discussion 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Beck  v.  Smith  (a)^  and 
Parke  B.  held  that  these  words  must  mean  **  within  a 
period  commencing  three  months  before  the  imprisonment." 
If  this  be  not  the  right  reading,  it  would  exclude  all  convey- 
ances made  during  the  imprisonment,  which  would  be 
clearly  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  act. 


Cottingham,  contr^.  This  case  is  governed  by  Davies  v. 
Acocks  (6).  An  assignment  by  an  insolvent  in  favour  of  all 
his  creditors  cannot  be  fraudulent.  But  for  the  express 
provision  of  the  act^  it  would  not  be  fraudulent,  if  it  were 
even  in  favour  of  a  particular  creditor :  Holbird  v.  Ander* 
son  (e),  PickUock  v.  Lyster  (J).  The  argument  on  the  other 
side  proceeds  entirely  on  the  difference  of  distribution  of 
an  insolvent's  property  under  one  assignment  and  the  other; 
but  that  argument  failed  in  Davies  v.  Acocks  (b).  It  was 
not  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  this  assignment  was  made 
with  a  view  of  petitioning  the  Court  for  his  discharge,  and 
it  was  made  nearly  a  year  before  he  actually  petitioned. 
The  enacting  clause,  sect.  32,  only  makes  void  those  deeds 
which  are  made  within  three  months  of  the  commencement 
of  an  imprisonmenti  which  this  was  not. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — This  is  a  deed  of  assignment, 
executed  by  an  insolvent  debtor  for  the  benefit  of  his  cre- 
ditors ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  void.    By  •ect.3d> 


(a)  2  M.  &  W.  196. 
(6)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  461. 


(c)  5  T.  R.  835. 

(d)  SM.&  8.371. 


HILARY  T£RM,   I  VICT.  91 

every  deed  made  by  such  insolvent  voluntarily*  before  or  lass. 
after  bis  imprisonment*  is  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  provisional  assignee.  This  deed  was 
made  without  consideration,  and  therefore  was  voluntary, 
which  brings  it  within  all  the  enacting  portions  of  the 
clause.  But  there  is  a  provision  that  such  deeds  shall  not 
be  void,  unless  made  within  three  months  before  the  com- 
mencement  of  such  imprisonment,  or  with  the  view  of  peti- 
tioning the  Insolvent  Debtors*  Court  for  a  discharge.  1  do 
not  think  that  proviso  applies  to  a  deed  made  after  the  im- 
prisonment has  commenced.  The  enacting  portion  of  the 
clause  applies  to  deeds  whenever  made;  and  I  think  the 
exception  (which  is  not  incorporated  in  the  enacting  portion) 
must  be  confined  to  the  two  cases  expressly  pointed  out. 
This  construction  is  consistent  with  the  ruling  in  Davits  v. 
Acocks  (a) ;  for  the  argument  there  was,  that  the  deed  was 
fraudulent*  because  it  was  voluntary;  but  the  Court  said  it 
was  not  voluntary,  and  cited  the  case  of  Amtll  v.  Bean  (b), 
where  Tindal  C.  J.  distinguishes  between  voluntary  and 
fraudulent^  and  defines  the  former  of  these  two  terms.  I 
therefore  think  we  are  not  at  all  clashing  with  the  decisions 
when  we  hold  that  this  deed  is  void. 

Little  DALE  J. — The  first  question  here  is*  whether 
this  deed  was  voluntary  or  not.  A  deed  is  voluntary  when 
made  without  consideration ;  and  it  appears  that  the  insol- 
vent gave  up  all  his  property  without  consideration :  there- 
fore so  far  it  was  voluntary.  But  then  there  is  a  question, 
whether  it  was  made  under  the  pressure  of  any  creditor,— 
of  which  there  is  no  appearance.  If  neither  of  these  two 
cases  occur*  a  deed  like  the  present  is  voluntary,  within  the 
7  Geo.  4*  c.  57»  s.  Sd.  Then  comes  the  proviso ;  and  the 
question  is*  whether  it  applies  to  assignments  made  after 
the  imprisonment  has  commenced.  The  question  was  not 
left  to  the  jury*  whether  it  was  made  with  a  view  of  petition- 

(a)  1  C.  M.  &  R.  461.         {h)  8  Bing.  91;  S.C,  1  Mi  &  Scott,  151. 
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1838.  ing  the  Court;  therefore  that  point  does  not  avail.    The 

^"  point  therefore  arises  on  the  first  part  of  the  exception. 

V.  This  deed  certainly  does  not  come  within  the  express  words 

TowiBT.  ^(  ^i^g  3^1 .  {^^  j^  ^jjg  p^j  ujjjjg  within  three  months  before 

the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment :  but  I  think,  to 
satisfy  that  exception,  the  deed  should  be  made  more  than 
three  months  before  the  imprisonment  commences :  for,  as 
the  former  part  of  the  clause  extends  to  all  deeds  made  at 
any  time,  without  regard  to  any  view  as  to  petitioning  the 
Court,  if  the  exception  were  to  exclude  all  assignments 
made  during  the  imprisonment,  the  enactment  would  be 
almost  wholly  nugatory. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  language 
of  sect.  32  is  very  indistinct  and  inaccurate.  The  first  part 
of  the  section  renders  void  the  voluntary  assignments  of  a 
prisoner  made  before  or  after  his  imprisonment,  but  the 
words  of  the  proviso  only  seem  to  apply  to  assignments  made 
within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of  such  im- 
prisonment. I  think,  however,  that  this  was  clearly  a  vo- 
luntary conveyance  within  the  enacting  clause  of  the  section, 
and  therefore  void. 

Coleridge  J. — There  are  two  questions  in  this  case; 
first,  whether  this  deed  is  within  the  enacting  clause  of 
sect.  32,  and,  second,  whether  it  is  taken  out  of  it  by  the 
exception.  With  regard  to  the  first  point,  on  comparing 
the  facts  with  the  terms  of  the  enacting  clause,  this  appears 
to  be  the  case  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  who,  after  his  impri* 
sonment,  makes  an  assignment  of  his  property  for  the  benefit 
of  his  creditors.  In  order  to  bring  such  an  assignment 
within  the  act,  the  conveyance  must  be  voluntary.  Tindal 
C.  J.  gives  the  correct  definition  of  ^'  voluntary"  in  Arnell 
V.  Bean  (a),  viz.  that  it  denotes  either  an  assignment  made 
without  such  valuable  consideration  as  is  sufficient  to  in- 
duce a  party  acting  really  and  bon&Jide  under  the  influence 

(tt)  8  BiDg.  91;  S.  C.  1  M.  &  Scott,  151, 
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of  such  considerations,  or  an  assignment  made  in  favour  of 
a  particular  creditor  spontaneously,  and  without  any  pres- 
sure on  his  part  to  obtaiu  it.  In  that  case  no  fraud  was 
stt^ested,  and  the  Court  thought,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  conveyance  was  not  voluntary.  In  this  case  I  under- 
stand the  assignment  to  have  been  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
creditors.  But  as  sect.  32  expressly  says  assignments  made 
to  "  any  creditor  or  creditors"  it  is  clear  that  that  circum- 
stance alone  does  not  exclude  it  from  the  words  of  the  act. 
The  second  question  then  is,  whether  this  case  is  within  the 
exception.  It  certainly  was  not  made  within  three  months 
before  the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment ;  and  if  any 
point  had  been  left  to  the  jury  as  to  its  having  been  made 
with  a  view  of  petitioning  the  Court,  they  probably  would 
have  found  that  it  was  not.  I  think,  however,  that  the 
former  exception  applies  only  to  assignments  made  before 
the  imprisonment.  Tliere  was  an  obvious  reason  for  select- 
ing the  commencement  of  the  imprisonment  as  a  term  from 
which  to  decide  the  question  whether  the  conveyance  was 
fraudulent  or  not,  because  the  time  at  which  such  convey- 
ance is  made  throws  the  greatest  light  upon  the  question. 
But  when  once  an  insolvent  is  in  prison,  I  think  the  act 
makes  whatever  deed  he  executes  void,  because  it  serves  in 
some  way  or  other  to  defeat  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Fridtgf,  Banks  v.  Angell  and  Rawlinos. 

January  19/ A. 

1.  In  an       REPLEVIN,  for  that  the  defendant,  on  &c.,  at  the  parish 

31  Hen.B,  c.    <^f  L.  in  the  county  of  S.,  tM  a  certain  clou  there,  took  the 

19,  the  d*-  woods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  part  of  a  rick  of  bay  of  the 
fendantmast  .      ^  ^  ,  . 

allege  in  the      plaintm,  &c.    The  defendants  avow  and  make  cognizance 

the  deinda^^  ^'  ^^^  taking  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  close 
18  seised  of  the  in  which  Sic,  because  they  say  that  a  certain  person  or 
^n^  s  in  w  1      pQr,Q||3  ^q  |)|q  defendants  unknown,  for  a  long  time,  to 

3.  In  an  ^ii^  for  (he  space  of  one  year  next  before  &c.,  and  from 
\iG€o.%cA9,  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when  8cc-,  held  and  en- 
the  defendant  joy^d  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances, 
privity  ex-  as  tenant  or  tenants  thereof,  to  the  defendant  William 
Wms^elfln'd**"  iiii^//,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  of  the 
the  tenant  on  said  close  in  which  &c.,  together  with  the  premises  there- 
it  is  not  suffi-    tofore   made,  by  one  John  Angell  to  one  William  fTe*- 

cient  to  state  combe,  for  a  certain  term  of  years,  which  was  not  then  and 
that  certain       .  .      .  .  ,  ... 

persons  an-       is  not  yet  expired,  at  a  certain  yearly  rent,  to  wit,  the  yearly 

^ntTto* Ui^  ■*"'  ^^  ^^'^  PV***'®  half-yearly,  on  the  25th  day  of  March 
defendant  and  the  29th  day  of  September  in  every  year,  the  said 
by  o^ne  J.^A^^  person  or  persons  being  a  person  or  persons  to  whom  all 
to  PT.  W.,  the  the  estates,  interest,  and  term  of  years  of  the  said  William 
term  of  which  Wescombe^  of  and  in  the  said  close  in  which  &c.  had  come, 

had  vested  in    gnj  ]„  whom  the  same,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  was 

these  persons     ,       „  ,  . 

unknown.         legally  vested  by  assignment  thereof  before  that  time  duly 

th^defendant  °**^®»  ^"^  because  the  sum  of  \QOU  of  the  rent  aforesaid, 

avowed  that  for  the  space  of  one  year,  ending  as  aforesaid,  on  &c.,  and 

to'thrtenants'  ^^^^  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when  8cc.  was  due 

unknown  held  and  in  arrear  from  the  said  last-mentioned  person  or  persons 

which  &c.  as  to  the  said  defendant  William  Angell,  under  and  by  virtue 

dTfen?an°  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ®*'*'  ^®™"^®  5  ^^  ^^^  ®^'^  defendant  William  Angell^ 
under  a  de-  in  his  own  right,  well  avows,  and  the  said  defendant  TTtV- 
mise  from  one 

J,  A*  to  W,  W.  for  a  term  unexpired,  and  that  the  interest  of  W,  W.  in  the  term  had 
come  to  the  said  persons  unknown,  and  that  the  rent  was  in  nrrear  to  the  said  defendant : 
— Held,  that  the  avowry  was  not  good  under  either  of  the  above  statutes,  or  under  both 
of  them  taken  together. 

4.  When  the  declaration  in  replevin  does  not  sufficieutly  specify  the  goods  and  chattels, 
and  the  place  in  which  they  are  taken,  the  defect  is  cured  by  nn  avowry  justifying  the  taking 
of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  place,  even  though  the  avowry  be  a  bad  plea. 
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Iwm  Ligram  RawlingSf  as  bailiff  of  the  said   defendant 
WUliam  Angell,  well  acknowledges  the  taking  of  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  in  the 
said  close  in  which  &c.,  and  jusdj  8cc.,  as  for  and  in  the 
name  of  a  distress  for  the  said  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear  to 
the  said  defendant  William  Angell  as  aforesaid,  and  which 
still  remains  due  and  unpaid ;  and  this  they  the  said  de« 
fendants  are  ready  to  verify :  and  the  said  defendant  TFf/- 
Uam  Afigeil,  in  his  own  right,  further  well  avows,  and  the 
said  defendant  William  Ingram  Rawlingif  as  bailiff  of  the 
said  defendant  WitUam  Angell,  further  acknowledges  the 
taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  in  the  said  close  in  which  &c.,  and  justly  &c. : 
and  the  said  plaintiffs  further  avow  &c.,  because  they  say 
that  a  certain  person  or  persons  to  the  defendants  unknown, 
for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  one  year  next 
before  and  ending  on  the  90th  day  of  September,  1832, 
and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when  &c.,  held 
and  enjoyed  the  said  close  in  which  8cc.,  with  the  appur* 
tenances,  as  a  tenant  or  tenants  thereof  to  the  said  defend* 
ant  WiiHam  Angell,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise 
thereof,  together  with  certain  other  premises  theretofore 
made  by  one  John  Angell  to  one  William  fVescombe  for  a 
certaio  term  of  years  which  was  not  then  and  has  not  yet 
expired,  at  and  under  a  certain  yearly  rent,  to  wit,  the 
yearly  rent  of  100/.,  payable  by  equal  half-yearly  payments, 
that  is  to  say,  on  the  feast  day  of  the  Annunciation  of  the 
Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  in 
every  year ;  and  of  which  said  rent  a  large  yearly  sum,  to 
wit,  the  yearly  sum  of  SO/t,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
was  and  is  a  fair  and  just  apportionment  in  respect  of  the 
said  close  in  which  Sic,  and  part  of  the  said  other  pre- 
mises ;  and  which  said  person  or  persons  who  so  held  as 
tenant  or  tenants  as  aforesaid,  was  or  were,  during  the  time 
aforesaid,  a  person  or  persons  to  whom  all  the  estate^nd 
interest  and  term  of  years  of  the  said  William  Wesc<nnbe  of 
and  in  the  said  close  in  which  Sec,  had  come,  and  in  whom 
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the  same,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  was  vested  by  as* 
signroent  thereof  before  that  time  duly  made,  and  because 
the  sum  of  2.01.,  being  a  just  and  fair  apportionment  of  the 
said  rent  in  respect  of  the  said  close  in  which  8cc.,  and  the 
said  last^mentioned  part  of  the  other  premises  so  demised 
as  aforesaid,  and  which  said  last-mentioned  part  was  also, 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  held  of  the  said  defendant 
William  Angell,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  demise, 
for  the  space  of  one  year  ending  as  aforesaid,  on  the  said 
£9th  day  of  September,  1832,  and  from  thence  until  and  at 
the  said  time  when  &c.  waM  due  and  in  arrear  to  the  said 
defendant  William  Angell^  under'and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
demise,  the  said  defendant  William  Angell^  in  his  own 
right,  well  avows,  and  the  said  defendant  William  Ingram 
Rawlifigs,  as  bailiff  of  the  said  defendant  William  Angell^ 
well  acknowledges  the  taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  in  the  said  close  in  which 
&c.,  and  justly  Sec,  as  for  and  in  the  name  of  a  distress  for 
the  said  apportionment  of  the  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear  to 
the  said  defendant  William  Angell  as  aforesaid,  and  which 
still  remains  due  and  unpaid ;  and  this  the  said  defendants 
are  ready  to  verify  &c. 

Demurrer.  Causes  assigned,  that  neither  of  the  avowries 
and  cognizances  demurred  to  states  who  held  the  premises 
as  tenant  or  tenants,  or  from  whom  in  particular  the  rent 
distrained  for  was  due  :  that  they  are  not  framed  either  at 
common  law  or  according  to  the  statute  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19, 
s.  22 :  that  the  last  avowry  and  cognizance  does  not  state 
that  the  apportionment  of  rent  distrained  for  was  due  from 
any  person :  and  also  the  several  grounds  of  demurrer  and 
matters  of  law  set  forth  in  the  special  grounds  of  demurrer: 
and  also  that  it  is  not  stated  in  either  of  the  said  avowries 
and  cognizances  that  William  Angell  ever  had  the  reversion 
expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  term  of  years 
theaein  mentioned,  and  no  title  is  in  either  of  those  avowries 
and  cognizances  deduced  to  him  to  such  reversion;  nor  is 
it  in  either  of  those  avowries  or  cognizances  alleged  that  he 
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was  ever  possessed  of  the  rents  in  those  avowries  and  cog- 
nizances, or  either  of  them,  mentioned,  by  the  hands  of  any        ^ 
tenant,  nor  is  it  therein  alleged  that  the  premises  therein  v. 

mentioned  were  within  any  fee  or  seigniory  of  the  said    Qndauotiier, 
William  Angell,  according  to  the  statute  21  Hen,  8,  c.  19> 
9.  S. 

Channeil,  in  support  of  the  demurrers.    These  avowries  First  point: 

are  of  the  first  impression,  and  are  good  neither  at  common  „„d^r  21  'Hen. 

law  nor  under  the  statutes.    The  21  Hen,  8,  c,  19,  enables  8,  c.  19,  must 

the  lord  to  make  avowries  upon  the  land  without  naming  jands  to  be 

the  tenant.     Section  2  enacts,  that  wheresoever  any  manor  within  the 

•^  lords  fee. 

lands,  tenements,  and  other  hereditaments,  be  holdeu   of 

any  manor  person  or  persons,  by  rents,  customs,  or 
services,  that  if  the  lord  of  whom  any  such  manor  lands  8cc., 
be  so  holden  8u:.,  distrain  upon  the  same  manors,  lands  &c. 
he  may  avow  &c.,  upon  See,  so  holden  as  in  lands  within  his 
fee  or  seigniory,  without  naming  of  any  person  certain  to  be 
tenant  of  the  same.  But  this  statute  only  applies  to  mano- 
rial lands  holden  of  a  superior  lord,  or,  at  all  events,  to 
lands  holden  by  a  tenant  in  fee*  This  appears  from  Co. 
Liu.  268  a,  and  269  b.  Littleton  (s.  457)  speaks  of  very 
lord  and  very  tenant,  and  Lord  Coke  says  this  is  to  be  un- 
derstood of  a  lord  in  fee  simple  and  of  a  tenant  of  like 
estate ;  and  throughout  the  comment  on  the  section  he  treats 
the  tenant  as  one  holding  in  fee.  So  in  Comyn*s  Dig.  Pleader, 
Pleading  in  Replevin  (3  K  15),  where  it  is  laid  down  that 
*'  since  the  21  Hen.  8,  c.  199  he  (the  lord)  need  not  allege 
any  certain  tenant ;"  this  position  follows  an  enumeration 
of  services  for  which  avowry  may  be  made,  as  rent  service, 
homage,  heriots  &c.,  which  shews  that  in  all  the  cases 
where  avowry  may  be  made  without  naming  the  tenant,  a 
tenant  in  fee  is  contemplated.  The  case  in  1  Lev.  301  (a), 
which  is  cited  for  Comyn*s  position,  confirms  this  view,  as 
in  that  case  the  avowry  was  in  respect  of  homage.     The 

{a)  Lacy  v.  Fkher^  1  Leon.  301;  5.  C.  as  Lucy  v.  FttArr,  Cro.  £1». 
146. 

vol..  UI.  H 
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1838.        avowry  is  also  bad  under  this  statute  for  not  alleging  seisin 
in  the  defendant ;    Com,  Dig.  ut  sup. ;  BucknaFs  case  {a), 
Gilbert  on  Rep,  182 :  or  that  the  lands  were  held  as  within 
his  fee  and  seigniory.    The  avowry  states  that  certain 
persons  unknown  held  the  close  in  which  8cc«  as  tenants, 
to  the  defendant  under  a  lease  made  by  one  John  Angell, 
but  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  defendant  was  seised  in 
fee  of  this  close.    The  most  that  can  be  made  of  the  aver- 
ment is,  that  the  reversion  in  the  lease  had  come  to  the  de- 
fendant;  but  that  is  very  different  from  a  seisin  in  fee. 
The  defendant,  therefore,  has  not  shewn  any  right  to  dis- 
train under  21  Hen.  8,  c.  )9. 
Second  point:       Nor  can  the  avowry  be  sustained  under  the  11  Geo.  2, 
^„"j^r^*J^7n     ^'  i9'  "•  ^2-     "^^^  fi"^  part  of  that  clause  enables  defend- 
Gw.2,  c.  19,    ants  in  replevin  to  avow  generally,  that  the  plaintiff  in 
must  state  the  ,     .  ,  i.    t     i      i       ■  t      %•  ^ 

name  of  the     replevm,  or  other  tenant  of  the  lands  whereon  the  distress 

tenant.  ^fas  made,  enjoyed  the  same  under  a  grant  or  demise  at 

such  a  certain  rent,  without  setting  forth  any  title  in  the 
landlord.  But  this  clause  requires  the  name  of  the  tenant 
to  be  stated ;  the  statute  was  only  passed  to  obviate  the 
necessity  of  stating  the  landlord's  title.  In  Syllivan  v. 
Stradling  (b)  the  form  of  an  avowry  is  given ;  and  doubts 
were  entertained  there  whether  this  act  applied  to  a  stranger 
at  all.  The  remainder  of  the  clause  in  section  22  enables  the 
landlord  to  avow  that  the  place  where  the  distress  was  taken 
was  parcel  of  such  certain  tenements  held  of  such  honor, 
lordship,  or  manor,  for  which  tenements  the  rent  was  due, 
without  setting  forth  the  landlord's  title.  If  it  had  been 
alleged  that  the  defendant  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  place  in 
which  &c.f  then  perhaps  the  21  Hen.  8  might  have  been 
incorporated  with  this  statute^  so  as  to  have  made  this 
avowry  good. 
Slcerimn"y  ^^^  But  objection  will  probably  be  made  to  the  declaration, 
a  declaration  that  the  close  is  not  particularly  described,  and  that  ''  rick 
dtstrainedaiS  ^^  ^^y"  '®  "^^  sufficiently  certain.     The  defect,  if  any,  is 

the  place         cured  by  pleading  over.     The  defendant  shews  that  he  is 

where,  cured 

b^  pleading  (o)  9  Rep.  33  b.  (6)  S  Wils.  COB. 
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not  misled,  for  he  acknowledges  the  taking  of  the  goods  in 
the  said  close.  The  description  in  replevin  was  formerly 
required  to  be  much  more  strict,  but  now  the  certainty 
that  is  sufficient  in  trover  or  trespass  is  also  sufficient 
io  replevin,  if  the  defect  be  not  pointed  out  on  special 
demurrer*  This  appears  from  the  cases  cited  by  Serjt. 
WUkamt  in  his  note  to  Taylor  v.  Welh{a\  and  parti- 
cularly from  Kempston  v.  tielion{b).  The  certainty  re- 
quired in  replevin  as  to  the  goods  taken,  was  to  enable  the 
sheriff  to  make  a  return ;  but  it  was  held  in  those  cases, 
that  the  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  execute  the  writ  of  deli- 
very unless  somebody  attend  to  point  out  the  things  to 
be  delivered.  Bulfythorpe  v.  Turner (e)  also  shews,  that 
the  defect  arising  from  the  uncertainty  of  place  in  the  de- 
claration is  cured  by  pleading  over,  and  the  learned  editor 
of  Willes  has  collected  in  a  note  to  that  case  the  authorities, 
which  shew  that  the  law  is  the  same  as  to  uncertainty 
in  the  goods.  In  Bulkr  's  Nm  Prim,  p.  53  a,  both  points 
are  stated,  namely,  that  a  want  of  certainty  as  to  the  things 
distrained,  and  as  to  the  place  where,  is  only  bad  on  demurrer, 
and  is  made  good  by  avowry ;  and  for  this  he  cites  Moore 
V.  Clypsam{d)f  Reude  v.  Hawke{i),  and  the  above  case  in 
Willes  ic). 
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Peacock  contri.  The  avowries  are  unasual  in  not  stating 
the  name  of  the  tenant;  but  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
are  also  unusual.  It  is  not  often  the  case  that  a  landlord 
is  ignorant  of  the  name  of  his  tenant,  but  that  must  happen 
occasionally  in  the  case  of  old  leases,  where  the  original 
tenants  are  dead,  and  the  leases  have  been  assigned.  The  First  point. 
avowries  are  good  under  the  21  Hen.  8,  for  that  statute 
enables  the  lord  to  distrain  on  lands  holden  of  him,  as  on 
lands  within  his  fee,  and  it  sufficiently  appears  here  that 
these  lands  are  holden  of  the  defendant.    If  it  should  be 


(a)  S  Wms.  Saond;  74. 

(6)  Bac.  Abr.  Replevin  (H). 

(c)  WUl68,47d,n.(a). 


(d)  Aleyn,  89;  5.  C.  Sty.  71. 

(e)  1  Hob.  16;  S.C.  Godb.186. 
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1838.  thought  that  the  defendant's  title  as  landlord  is  not  suffi- 
ciently stated,  that  is  cured  by  the  1  i  Geo.  2,  which  allows 
the  defendant's  title  to  be  stated  generally.  It  is  tme  that 
at  common  law  a  seisin  must  be  alleged,  Co.  LUt.  £68  a, 
but  that  is  only  when  tlie  commencement  of  the  rent  does 
not  appear  by  the  avowry  (a).  [Coleridge  J.  How  do  you 
shew  a  holding  by  the  defendant  at  all,  for  the  lease  is 
stated  to  have  been  granted  by  John  Angellj  and  you  do 
not  shew  any  connection  between  Jokn  Angell  and  the 
Fourth  point:  defendant?]  That  certainly  is  a  difficulty,  and  it  would  be 
good  unde7the  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  avowry  at  common  law ;  but  it  is  helped  by 
two  statutes  ]  1  Geo.  2,  for  persons  unknown  are  stated  to  be  tenants  to 
'  the  defendant  under  that  lease.  The  £1  Uen.  8  got  rid  of 
the  difficulty  of  landlords  naming  the  persons  holding  lands 
as  tenants,  and  was  passed  to  enable  them  to  avow  upon  the 
land;  the  II  Geo.  2  was  enacted  to  relieve  landlords  from 
another  difficulty,  viz.  that  of  deducing  their  title,  but  not 
to  impose  on  them  that  difficulty  which  had  been  removed 
by  the  21  Hen.  8;  the  avowries,  therefore,  taken  under  the 
two  statutes  together,  are  good.  But  they  are  good  under 
Second  point,  the  1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  19i  alone.  It  is  a  rule  in  pleading,  that 
the  names  of  parties  are  to  be  given  in  the  pleadings ;  but 
if  the  name  of  a  party  is  unknown  to  the  party  pleading,  it 
is  sufficient  to  make  an  allegation  to  that  effect,  and  that  is 
as  good  as  setting  forth  his  name ;  Stephen  on  Pleading, 
353, 2d  edit.,  Berkley  v.  Thomas  (A),  Partridge  v.  Strange  {c\ 
Hartley  v.  Heringid),  Rex  v.  De  Berenger(e\  and  Young  v. 
Murphy  (/).  So  in  criminal  pleadings  a  party  may  be  in- 
dicted for  the  murder,  or  for  stealing  the  goods,  of  a  person 
unknown.  The  recital  of  the  21  Hen.S  shews,  that  in 
legal  contemplation  a  landlord  may  have  a  tenant  whose 
name  is  unknown  to  him,  and  therefore,  on  the  principle  of 
those  cases,  and  also  in  analogy  to  criminal  pleadings,  the 
omission  of  the  tenants'  names  may  be  made  where  suffi- 

(a)  See  Gilb.  on  Rep.  187.  {d)  8  Term  Rep.  130. 

(b)  Plow.  128  n.  (c)  3  M.  &  S.  67, 

(c)  Plow.  85.  If)  3  Bing.  N,  C.  58. 
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cient  reason  is  alleged  for  it,  if  the  party  pleading  takes         1838. 

upon  himself  to  aver  that  their  names  are  unknown,  which       T^"^"*"^ 
•  ....  Banks 

imposes  upon  him  the  necessity  of  proving  at  the  trial  that  v. 

the  parties  names  are  really  unknown ;  Rex  v.  Walker  (a),  and'^another 
Rexv.  Robinson{b),  The  avowries  are  in  the  form  given 
by  the  1 1  Geo.  %  c.  19»  with  the  exception  of  not  setting 
forth  the  name  of  the  tenant,  and  the  allegation  that  the 
tenant's  name  is  unknown,  is  in  lieu  of  stating  his  name. 
The  statement  at  the  end  of  the  avowry,  that  the  said  person 
or  persons  was  or  were  a  person  or  persons  to  whom  all 
the  estate  &c.  of  William  Wescombe  had  come  by  assign- 
ment, shews  the  reason  why  the  defendant  might  reasonably 
be  presumed  to  be  ignorant  of  the  name  of  his  tenant, 
though  imposes  upon  the  defendant  the  necessity  of  proving 
at  the  trial  that  the  person  alleged  to  be  his  tenant,  although 
his  name  was  unknown,  was  the  assignee  of  Wescombe's 
lease,  whoever  he  might  be. 

But  the  declaration  is  bad  on  general  demurrer*  In  Third  point. 
Potten  V.  Bradley  (c),  it  was  held  necessary  to  state  the 
name  of  the  close  or  its  abuttals.  That  was  certainly 
on  special  demurrer.  But  it  would  seem  also  to  be  bad 
on  general  demurrer.  For  the  defect  is  not  one  which 
would  be  cured  upon  general  demurrer,  either  by  the 
statute  27  Eliz.  c.  5,  or  the  4  Ann.  c.  I6.  In  Ward  v. 
LavUe{d)i  and  Read  v.  Hawke{e),  such  a  defect  was 
held  bad  upon  general  demurrer.  Both  of  these  cases  was 
after  the  27th  JEYtz.  c.  5;  and  Hooker  v.  Nye  (/)  shews  that 
such  a  defect  as  this  is  not  within  either  of  those  statutes. 
The  goods,  also,  are  not  described  with  sufficient  certainty* 
In  Pope  V.  Tillman  (g)f  where  the  goods  were  described 
generally,  as  in  the  present  case,  final  judgment  was  arrested 
after  judgment  by  default,  which  shews  that  the  error  is 
one  of  substance,  and  not  cured  by  4  ylnn.  c.  l6.  That 
statute  only  cures  defects  in  form  of  a  like  nature  to  those 

(a)  3  Camp.  364.  (f)  Hob.  16;  S.  C.  Godb.  186. 

(6)  Holt,  595.  (J')  ^  Cr.  M.  &  R.  259. 

(c)  2  M.  &  P.  78.  (g)  7  Taant.  64S;  S.  C.  1  B^ 

(<0  Cro.  Elis.  896,  Moo.  386. 
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eouoierated  in  its  enactmentB.  In  Btdfyiiorpe  v.  Turner  {a\ 
there  was  a  demurrer  to  the  replication^  and  then  the  de* 
fendant  wanted  to  go  back  to  the  declaration ;  but  the  Court 
said  the  plea  was  good,  and  therefore  any  defect  in  the 
declaration  is  cnred.  Here  the  pleas  are  supposed  to  be 
bad,  and  no  authority  shews  that  a  bad  plea  cures  a  bad 
declaration.  [Lord  Denmam  C.  J.  The  Court  in  that  case 
did  not  set  up  the  goodness  of  the  plea  as  a  reason  for 
curing  the  defect*  but  held»  that  as  the  defendant  acknow- 
ledged the  taking  &c.»  the  defendant  was  not  misled  by  any 
want  of  certainty*  In  Vim*  Abr.  Replevin  (E),  pi.  9»  the 
case  from  Hoiart,  p.  ]6»  is  cited  by  the  name  of  Read  ?. 
Hmwtf  where  it  appears  to  have  been  held  that  a  declara* 
tion  in  replevin,  when  the  place  is  not  particularly  described^ 
is  good,  if  the  objection  be  not  taken  on  demurrer.]  That 
would  probably  be  so  after  verdict  when  the  avowry  remains 
good.  In  Holmes  v.  Hodgson  {b\  it  was  held  that  an  in- 
sufficient description  of  goods  in  trespass  was  matter  of 
substance.  It  is  difficult  to  see  on  principle  how  pleading 
over  can  do  more  than  cure  errors  in  form.  [LUtledak  J* 
In  Weiton  v.  Carter  {c),  Brktgetnan  C.  J.  held,  that  although 
the  place  ought  to  be  named  in  the  declaration,  if  the  de- 
fendant pleads  over  and  does  not  demur,  it  is  good.  Plead- 
ing over  must  certainly  cure  these  defects ;  the  objection  is, 
that  the  defendant  does  not  know  what  taking  is  complained 
of;  in  bis  avowry  be  shews  that  he  does,  and  justifies  it] 

Channell,  in  reply.  The  point  relied  upon  for  the  avowries 
appears  to  be,  that  at  common  law  the  landlord  may  leave 
out  the  names  of  the  tenants  on  whose  lands  he  distrains, 
if  he  does  not  know  them.  That  rule  of  pleading,  how*^ 
ever,  only  applies  to  strangers.  The  power  of  distress 
arises  out  of  the  intimate  relation  existing  between  landlord 
and  tenant ;  and  the  best  answer  to  the  argument  is,  the 
necessity  for  the  statute  21  Hen.  8,  to  enable  the  landlord, 

(a)  Willw,  476.  (c)  1  Sid.  9;  S.  P.  HiU  v.  Bun- 

lb)  8  B.  Moore,  379<  ning,  ib.  17,  2a 
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in  cerUiio  canes,  to  omit  the  tennots'  nameB.    At  common        18S8. 
law  it  was  necessary  to  name  the  person  avowed  on,  in       qj^^^ 
order  to  enable  bim  to  pray  in  aid  the  tenant,  and  the  legis-  «. 

btore  only  conld  dispense  with  this  necessity.  The  21  ^^^  i^^er. 
Hen.  6,  only  relieves  the  landlord  when  the  lands  are  within 
his  fee ;  it  was  also  a  benefit  to  tenants,  as  it  enabled  them 
to  plend  that  the  lands  were  out  of  the  lord's  fee.  The 
second  clause  of  1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  19«  s.  92,  seems  to  have  been 
introduced  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  lands  were  within 
the  lord's  fee.  In  such  cases  it  dispensed  with  the  state- 
nent  of  the  lord's  title.  But  when  the  lands  were  not 
within  the  fee,  the  avowry  must  be  at  common  law. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J, — It  appears  to  me  that  these 
avowries  cannot  be  sustained.  They  are  clearly  not  within  First  point. 
the  21  Hen.  8,  c.  19^  for  that  statute  requires  a  seisin  in  fee 
in  the  landlord.  I  also  think  they  are  not  within  the  11  Second  point. 
Geo.  2;  c.  ly,  s.  22,  for  if  so^  although  under  that  statute  the 
title  of  the  landlord  may  be  alleged  generally,  yet  if  the  de- 
fendant takes  upon  himself  to  set  out  more  of  title  than  he  is 
required  to  do,  he  must  shew  how  he  is  entitled  under  the 
allegations  he  has  chosen  to  make* 

LiTTLBDALE  J. — These  avowries  are  not  good  at  common 
law.  The  21  Hen.  8,  c.  \9$  was  passed  to  enable  land-  First  point. 
lords  to  make  distresses  and  avow  without  naming  any  person 
certain  as  tenant.  The  object  of  that  statute  was  to  prevent 
landlords  from  being  ousted  of  their  remedy  by  their  tenants 
makmg  feoffments  in  fee  to  persons  unknown  to  them  ;  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  a  landlord  could  avow  under  that 
■latttte  without  alleging  the  lands  to  be  holden  as  within  his 
fee  and  seigniory.  The  first  objection  made  is,  that  no 
•eisio  is  alleged  in  the  defendant.  I  will  not  say  that  seisin 
is  necessary  to  be  alleged  in  all  cases,  for  in  1  Roll.  Abr. 
314,  it  is  laid  down,  that  '*  if  a  man  makes  a  gift  in  tail, 
rendering  rent,  he  may  avow  without  laying  any  seisin, 
because  the  reversion  gives  him  a  sufficient  privity,  and  he 
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1838.  will  declare  <mi  the  reservation.''  That,  however,  woald  be 
shewbg  what  u  tantamount  to  a  seisin.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  decide  this  point,  for  it  is  clear  from  that  case,  that  if  the 
privilege  given  by  this  statute  be  relied  upon,  of  omitting 
the  tenant's  name,  although  seisin  be  not  alleged,  privity 
ought  to  be  shewn  between  JoJbi  Amgett  and  the  defendant. 
But  all  that  the  avowries  state  is,  that  the  persons  unknown 
are  tenants  to  the  defiendant  under  a  lease  granted  by  John 
Angell,  and  therefore  they  shew  no  privity  at  all,  even  if 
seisin  may  be  dispensed  with.    Then  is  the  avowry  good 

Secood  point,  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19?  It  has  always  been  usual 
under  that  statute  to  aver  that  the  plaintiff  in  replevin  held 
of  the  defendant,  or  that  some  other  person  so  held,  for  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiff,  as  a  stranger,  might  be  taken ;  but  it 
is  quite  necessary  that  the  tenant  of  the  lands  should  be 
named,  for  otherwise  the  plaintiff  could  not  plead  in  bar. 

Fourth  point.  The  avowry,  therefore,  not  being  sustainable  under  either  of 
the  statutes,  they  cannot  be  supported  by  compounding  the 
two  together.    The  proceedings   must  be   under  one  or 

Third  point,  other  of  them.  I  also  think  the  declaration  is  sufficient 
after  the  avowry.  The  defendants,  in  their  avowry,  take 
upon  themselves  to  justify  the  taking  the  goods.  They  ad* 
mit,  therefore,  they  know  where  they  were  taken.  As  to  the 
insufficient  description  of  goods  and  chattels,  Playters 
case  (a)  and  the  older  cases  would  shew  that  it  was  insuffi- 
cient ;  but  it  is  too  late  now  to  contend  for  such  a  con* 
struction. 


First  point.  WiLLiAMs  J. — ^The  avowry  is  not  good  on  the  21  Htn.  8, 

c.  19.  The  language  of  that  statute,  enabling  the  lord  to 
avow  for  the  distress,  **  as  in  lands  or  tenements  within  his 
fee  or  seigniory,"  clearly  points  out  that  that  allegation  is 
necessary,  and  the  commentary  of  Lord  Coke  leaves  no 
doubt  upon  the  subject.     I  have  still  less  doubt  that  the 

Second  point,   avowry  is  bad  on  the  1 1  Geo.  2,  c.  IQ.    That  act  dispenses 


(a)  5  Rep*  34  b. 
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with  the  necessity  of  setting  out  the  landlord's  title  in  detail,         1838. 

but  these  avowries  do  not  shew  that  the  defendant  had  any       „  ""^^^ 

1  -  J       Bamks 

title  at  all,  or  what  the  connection  was  between  him  and  «. 

John  AngeU.     I  also  think  that  the  objection  to  the  decla-    „n^"  nether, 
ration  should  have  been  taken  by  special  demurrer.    The  ^.^     .^^^ 
objection  is,  that  the  defendant  cannot  tell  with  certainty 
what  distress  is  complained  of;  but  when  the  defendant  un- 
dertakes to  answer  the  taking,  he  surely  admits  that  he  un- 
derstands the  charge. 

CoLERiDOB  J. — It  is  first  contended  that  the  avowry  is  First  point. 

good  under  the  21  Hen.  8^  and  to  consider  this  question, 

the  1 1  Gfo.  2,  c.  19,  must  be  kept  out  of  view  altogether. 

The  evil  provided  against  in  the  former  statute  was,  the  secret 

feoffments  and  leases  made  by  tenants  to  persons  unknown 

to  their  landlords,  and  the  remedy  provided  was,  that  lords 

might  avow  for  distresses,  without  naming  any  person  certain 

as  their  tenant ;  but  that  statute  left  the  necessity  for  a 

landlord  shewing  a  specific  title  as  at  common  law,  for 

otherwise  where  would  have  been  the  necessity  for  the  1 1 

Geo.  2  ?     The  argument  is  founded  on  the  words  in  the 

statute,  that  the  lord  may  avow  for  distresses  taken  on  lands 

holden  of  him,  as  in  lands  within  his  fee  or  seigniory,  and 

therefore  that  it  is  sufficient  if  it  appear  by  the  avoMrry  that 

the  lands  are  holden  of  him.     But  that  is  not  so,  for  it  has 

always  been  necessary  to  aver  that  the  lands  are  within  the 

lord's    fee.      All  the  authorities  collected  in  Com.  Dig. 

Pleader,  Avowry  (3  K  15),  shew  this;  and  in  Paramor  v. 

Cluginnan  {a),  where  the  defendant  avowed  upon  the  statute 

as  within  his  fee  and  seigniory,  and  the  plaintiff  pleaded  nil 

tenuit  generally,  the  plea  was  held  bad;  but  it  was  held  that 

a  plea  that  the  lands  were  not  within  the  defendant's  fee, 

would  have  been  good,  which  seems  to  shew  clearly  that 

the  21  Hen.  8  only  applies  to  lands  so  held.    Then,  can  Second  point. 

this  avowry  be  supported  on  the  11  GeOh  2,  c.  19?    That 

(a)  Cro.  Jac.  1S7. 
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1886.        statute  was  passed  on  account  of  the  difficulty  which  Mr. 

Bakks        Serjt.  Williatni,  in  one  of  his  notes  (a),  points  out  to  have 

«.  existed  in  framing  an  avowry  for  rent  at  common  law,  by  the 

and  another.  pls^^Q^iff  being  enabled,  often  against  the  merits  of  the  case, 
to  derive  great  advantage  by  traversing  some  part  of  the 
defendant's  title.  To  remedy  this  difficulty,  the  statute 
enacted  that  it  should  be  sufficient  for  defendants  in  re- 
plevin to  avow  generally  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  lands, 
without  further  setting  forth  the  title  of  such  landlord. 
But  these  avowries  are  not  drawn  on  this  statute ;  it  appears 
on  the  face  of  them  that  the  defendant  is  an  entire  stranger 
to  the  tenants  of  die  land,  and  he  shews  no  connection 
whatever  between  himself  end  the  landlord. 

Third  point.         I  quite  agree,  also,  that  the  objection  to  the  declaration 
cannot  be  sustained. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
(a)  2  Wms.  Saand.  884  c,  note  3,  to  Pooie  v.  LangueoiUe. 


Thurtdayj  DoE  d.  BrOUGHTON  V.  StorY. 

Jan,  26M. 

1.  Thoaa-     Ejectment  for  premises  at  Croydon.    At  the  trial 

fnloWent''^''"  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  at  the  Surrey  spring  assizes,  1836,  the 

debtor*8  estate  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  assignee  of  Charles  Joseph 

the  creditors^    I^^rence  Bennett^  an  insolvent  debtor.    It  appeared  that 

assignee,under 

7  G.  4.  c.  57,  s.  19,  by  the  provisional  assignee,  according  to  the  form  pointed  out  by 

sect.  11,  for  the  assigDmeot  by  the  prisoner  to  the  provisional  assignee,  is  valk). 

%  The  11  Oeo.  4  and  1  WiU,  4,  c.  38,  s.  7,  recites,  that  doubts  had  existed  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  assignment  from  the  provisional  assignee  to  the  creditors'  assignee,  and 
enacts  that  such  assignment,  if  maaa  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  Coart^  shall  be 
deemed  valid.  At  a  trial  where  the  validity  of  the  assignment  from  the  provisional  as- 
signee was  in  question,  a  copy  of  the  counterpart  of  the  assignnieot  from  the  provisiooal 
assignee,  filed  of  record,  was  produced,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court ;  which  assignment  recited  that  it  was  made  by  the  order  of  the  Court,  and  two 
orders  of  the  Court  were  also  produced  removing  the  assignees  to  whom  the  provisional 
assignee  had  assigned,  and  apoointing  others : — Held,  upon  this  evidence,  per  Coleridge  J.» 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  assume  that  the  provisional  assignee  had  made  the 
assignment  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  Court ;  Kd  quare,  per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.i 
LUtUdak  and  Willims  Js. 
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the  insolvent  filed  a  petition  for  his  discharge  in  Septemberi        lass. 
1827,  and  thereupon  made  a  provisional  assignment  of  his      ^/ 
property,  according  to  the  form  given  in  the  schedule  to  v. 

7  Geo.  4,  c.  57.    The  lessor  of  the  plabtiff  produced  a  copy       Stobt. 
of  the  counterpart  of  the  assignment  made  to  the  provisional 
assignee,  and  of  the  assignment  made  by  the  provisional 
assignee  to  a  Mr.  English,  a  creditor,  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  insolvent  debtors'  court,  and  bearing  the  certificate 
of  the  proviaonal  assignee,  as  directed  by  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57, 
s.  19.     He  also  produced  an  order  of  the  court  removing 
Mr.  English  as  assignee,  and  appointing  himself  and  the 
defendant  as  assignees,  and  a  similar  order  removing  the 
defendant.     The  assignment  to  English  recited  that  it  was 
made  by  the  order  of  the  court,  and  pursued  in  substance 
the  form  given  in  the  schedule  to  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57*     It  was 
objected  for  the  defendant,  that  this  assignment  was  insuffi- 
cient to  pass  the  insolvent's  real  estate  from  the  provisional 
assignee  to  English;  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57i  s.  19,  not  warrant^ 
ing  such  an  assignment,  and  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
made  by  some  of  the  conveyances  which  are  required  at 
common  law,  and  that  if  the  11  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  38^ 
s.  7,  was  relied  on  to  render  it  a  good  assignment^  it  was 
necessary  to  prove  that  the  assignment  was  made  in  pur- 
suance of  the  order  of  the  court.     The  Lord  Chief  Justice 
directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
if  the  Court  should  think  the  objections  relied  on,  were  valid. 
Sir  JV,  W.  Follett,  in  the  ensuing  Easter  term,  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  above  point,  and  also  upon 
aa  objection  to  the  insolvent's  title  to  the  property,  arising 
from  a  supposed  estoppel,  which,  upon  the  discussion  of  the 
rule,  the  Court  was  clearly  of  opinion  amounted  to  nothing, 
and  therefore  the  arguments  upon  it  are  onodtted. 

Plati  and  C*  R^  Ttirner,  now  shewed  cause.    If  the  assign-  First  point : 
ment  from  the  provisional  assignee  to  the  creditors'  assignee  jf^  ***'ro^^"' 
is  not  warranted  by  the  T  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  19,  it  is  rendered 
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1838.  valid  by  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  38,  s.  7.  That  sec- 
tion recites  that  doubts  had  existed  as  to  the  validity  of  such 
conveyances,  and  to  remove  them,  enacts,  that  for  the  future 
the  form  of  conveyance  given  in  the  schedule  to  that  act 

fnformaf  curod  **^*"  ^®  "*®^'  *"^  ^^^^  ^^^^V  ^^^^  conveyance  theretofore 

by  11  Geo.  4     made  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  court  shall  be  deemed 

c,  38.  '  ^^^^^  ^^^  effectual.     The  assignment  from  the  provisional 

assignee  to  English,  recited  that  it  was  made  by  the  order 

of  the  court,  and  inasmuch  as  he  is  a  public  oflScer,  and 

would  have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  if  he  had  made 

the  assignment  without  the  order  of  the  court,  the  Court  will 

presume  that  that  order  was  made  according  to  the  principle 

laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Whiston  (a). 

Second  point:       ^"^  ^hc  assignment  was  a  good  one  under  the  7  Geo.  4, 

An  assignment  c.  57  ,.  19.     The  1 1  Gee.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  38,  recited 

from  the  proTi-  ,  '  ' 

sional  assignee  only  that  doubts  existed  as  to  the  validity  of  such  convey- 

toiV  au^ee,  *"^®®*  ^^^  provides  a  form  for  the  future,  but  there  is  no- 
18  good  in  the  thing  in  the  act  to  shew  that  the  assignment  in  question  is 
7  0e^^  0.57.  ^^^  valid,  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is.  It  is  necessary  to 
refer  to  sections  1 1  and  19  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  and  on  ob« 
serving  what  it  is  that  the  legislature  requires  to  be  assigned 
by  the  latter  section,  it  will  appear  clearly  that  no  common 
law  conveyance  would  suffice,  and  that  the  form  of  convey- 
ance pointed  out  in  the  11th  section,  was  that  which  the 
legislature  intended  to  be  used  in  both  cases.  Section  1 1 
provides  for  the  conveyance  and  assignment  from  the  insol- 
vent to  the  provisional  assignee,  in  the  form  to  the  act 
annexed,  of  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest  and  trust  of 
the  prisoner,  in  and  to  all  estates,  &c.  and  all  future  estates 
which  he  might  purchase,  or  which  might  descend  or  be 
devised  to  him,  before  he  should  be  entitled  to  his  discharge. 
Then  section  19  enacts,  that  the  estate,  effects,  rights  and 
powers  of  the  prisoner,  vested  in  such  provisional  assignee 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  conveyed  and  assigned  (using  the  same 
l^ords)  to  the  creditors*  assignee;  and  after  such  conveyance 

(a)  4A.&B.aor. 
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and  assignment,  "  all  the  estate  and  effects  of  such  prisoner  i838. 
shall  be^  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  effectually  and  legally 
vested  by  relation  in  such  assignee,  as  if  the  said  conveyance 
and  assignment  bad  been  made  by  such  prisoner  to  him." 
It  is  clear  from  this  section  that  it  viras  intended  the  creditors' 
assignee  should  take  from  the  provisional  assignee  all  that  he 
bad  taken  from  the  prisoner.  It  is  also  clear  that  this  could 
not  be  effected  by  any  of  the  common  law  conveyances, 
such  as  lease  and  release  &c.,  for  they  could  not  pass  future 
estates  and  mere  possibilities;  the  legislature  therefore  must 
have  intended  that  the  form  pointed  out  by  them  in  sect.  1 1, 
should  be  adopted  in  the  conveyance  from  the  provisional 
to  the  creditors'  assignee.  And  it  was  quite  necessary  that 
this  form  should  be  used  to  carry  the  act  into  effect,  for  as 
many  months  might  elapse  between  the  assignment  and  the 
prisoner's  discharge,  if  the  estates  to  be  acquired  in  that 
interval  did  not  pass  to  the  creditors'  assignee,  one  great 
object  of  the  act  would  be  defeated* 

Sir  TFl  W.  Follett  and  Channell,  contrd.  It  is  clear  that  Second  point, 
unless  this  assignment  is  good  under  one  of  the  statutes,  it 
is  bad  altogether,  for  the  purposes  of  passing  real  estate. 
It  is  not  good  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  ig,  for  that  sec- 
tion does  not  point  out  any  form  whatever;  it  speaks  of  a 
conveyance  and  assignment,  but  that,  in  default  of  any  spe- 
cific form,  must  be  according  to  some  of  the  modes  known 
at  common  law.  The  language  describing  what  is  to  be 
conveyed  to  the  creditors'  assignee  differs  from  that  used  in 
the  1 1th  section,  and  may  be  all  satisfied  by  using  the  ordi- 
nary conveyances  recognized  at  common  law.  The  argu- 
ments, therefore,  as  to  the  importance  of  the  insolvent's 
future  estate  vesting  in  the  creditors'  assignee,  fall  to  the 
ground,  for  if  the  statute  has  not  prescribed  how  that  shall 
be  done,  the  rules  of  the  common  law  must  prevail.  {Cole' 
ridge  J.  Do  not  the  words  in  sect.  19>  prescribing  that  a 
counterpart  of  every  such  conveyance  made  by  the  provi- 
sional assignee,  shall  be  filed  of  record,  and  that  a  copy  of  any 
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1838.  0ucb  record  shall  be  received  as  evidence,  denote  that  it 
was  intended  the  conveyance  should  be  bjone  instrument?} 
Not  necessarily;  it  may  mean  a  conveyance  by  lease  and 
release;  or  if  the  legislature  intended  a  conveyance  by  one 
deedf  it  does  not  follow  that  it  intended  that  after-acquired 
estates  should  pass.  As  the  effect  of  that  clause  is  only  to 
give  to  a  copy  the  effect  of  an  original,  it  does  not  waive 
any  objections  that  might  be  made  to  the  original.  The 
form  of  conveyance  given  in  the  schedule,  and  which  has 
been  adopted  here,  only  applies  to  the  assignment  to  the 
provisional  assignee,  but  that  assignment  is  intended  to  be 
conditional  only,  and  therefore  it  could  not  have  been  in- 
tended to  be  the  form  of  an  assignment  under  the  J  9th  sec- 
tion. 
First  poinu  Then  how  can  the   1 1  Crto.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  38,  s.  1, 

be  called  in  aid,  without  the  case  being  brought  eaprcssly 
within  the  terms  of  the  clause !  The  principle  of  law  is 
not  disputed,  as  to  the  presumption  that  is  afforded  to  the 
acts  of  a  public  officer;  but  when  a  statute  contains  a  retro- 
spective clause,  all  the  conditions  required  by  that  clause 
must  be  proved  to  exist,  before  it  can  have  effect  given  to 
it.  That  has  not  been  done  here,  for  it  is  clear  that  the 
recital  in  the  assignment  by  the  provisional  assignee,  that  it 
is  done  by  the  order  of  the  court,  is  no  more  than  his  bare 
declaration. 


First  point. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.J.,  after  stating  the  facts,  continued 
thus: — We  have  now  to  consider  whether  the  title  of  the 
assignee  who  took  from  the  provisional  assignee  is  good  or 
not,  for  as  to  the  supposed  estoppel  and  declaration  that 
have  been  relied  upon,  not  a  single  authority  or  sound  prin- 
ciple have  been  brought  forward  to  make  it  necessary  for  us 
to  entertain  the  question. 

The  single  point  is,  whether  this  assignment  made  by  the 
provisional  assignee  is  valid,  and  it  depends,  in  my  opinion, 
on  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  19* 
The  11  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  c.  38,  s.  7,  recites  that  doubts 
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bad  existed  as  to  the  validity  of  the  assignments  made  under  i8S8. 
tbe  previous  act^  and  enacts  that  all  such  assignments  there* 
tofore  made  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  court  shall  be 
deemed  valid;  but  I  confess  I  feel  considerable  doubt,  whe- 
ther in  this  case,  if  the  assignment  depended  upon  the  proof 
of  the  order  of  the  court  which  was  furnished,  it  would  have 
been  sufficient.  I  think  that  when  validity  is  to  be  given 
to  an  instrument,  as  having  been  made  by  an  order  of  the 
courts  that  order  should  be  produced,  and  that  no  intendment 
should  be  made  on  the  ground  of  the  act  being  rightly  done, 
when  tbe  legislature  expressly  points  out  the  order  of  the 
court  as  that  which  shall  make  such  instrument  valid. 
That  act,  bowever,  does  not  state  that  such  assignments  are 
void,  it  only  recites  the  doubts  that  had  existed,  and  pro- 
vides for  the  future.  We  are  therefore  thrown  back  on  the  Second  point. 
question,  whether  such  an  assignment  is  void  under  the 
7  Geo.  A,  c.  57,  s.  19.  On  looking  at  sections  11  and  19, 
though  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  feeling  doubts  on  the  sub- 
ject, they  are  not  so  serious  as  to  make  me  say  this  assign- 
ment was  insufficient.  Section  1 1  requires  an  assignment 
to  the  provisional  assignee,  of  all  the  estate,  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  prisoner,  of  and  in  all  his  estates  8cc. 
present  and  to  come,  and  the  assignment  is  to  be  in  the  form 
annexed  to  the  statute.  Then  comes  sect.  19»  which  re- 
quires the  provisional  assignee  to  assign  to  the  creditors' 
assignee,  and  looking  at  the  two  sections  together,  I  cannot 
doubt  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  that  all 
diat  had  passed  to  tiie  provisional  assignee  should  be  re- 
assigned by  him,  and  that  the  form  which  was  prescribed 
by  the  legislature  for  one  purpose  should  be  good  also  for 
the  other.  On  this  ground,  I  think  the  title  of  the  assignee 
sufficiently  made  out. 

LiTTLBDALE  J. — It  scems  to  me  that  the  assignment  is  Second  point. 
good  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  s.  19^  without  looking  at  the 
1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4,  and  for  this  short  reason ;  sect.  19 
requires  the  provisional  assignee  to  assign  the  insolvent's 
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estate  to  the  creditors'  assignee,  but  no  form  of  conveyance 
is  pointed  out,  as  there  is  in  the  llth  section.  But  if  the 
purposes  of  the  act  require  that  the  same  rights  and  interests 
should  be  conveyed  to  the  creditors'  assignee,  as  to  the  pro- 
visional assignee,  there  must  be  a  necessary  intendment  that 
the  form  which  is  pointed  out  in  one  section  shall  be  appli- 
cable to  the  same  purposes  in  the  other.  The  objects  are 
just  the  same,  and  the  differences  that  have  been  spoken  of 
are  quite  immaterial. 
First  point.  With  regard  to  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  WilL  4,  c.  38,  it  was 

only  passed  to  obviate  the  doubts  that  existed  as  to  the  vali- 
dity of  these  assignments.  I  doubt  very  much  whether 
it  could  be  intended  that  an  order  of  court  had  been  made 
in  this  case ;  but,  however  that  may  be,  I  think  the  assign^* 
ment  was  good  under  the  former  statute. 

Second  point,  WiLUAMS  J. — It  is  quite  clear  that  nothing  could  pass  to 
the  creditors'  assignee  all  that  was  intended  to  pass  by  the 
act,  unless  by  such  a  form  of  conveyance  as  is  given  in  the 
statute.  In  the  case  of  MouU  v.  Massey  {a),  were  there  was 
an  assignment  by  the  provisional  assignee,  under  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  in  a  conveyance  not  conformable  to  the  statute. 
Lord  Tenterden  nonsuited  the  plaintiffs,  and  this  Court  con- 
firmed the  decision.  Here,  an  assignment  has  been  made  in 
the  form  pointed  out  by  the  statute,  but  the  question  is, 
whether  that  form  is  good  under  sect.  19  as  well  as  sect. 
11.  On  comparing  the  language  and  objects  of  the  two 
sections  together,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  no  strained 
construction  to  say,  the  form  prescribed  applies  to  both 
sections. 

First  point.  On  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  WilL  4,  I  feel  some  doubt,  for 

if  we  are  to  consider  this  assignment  a  nullity,  under  previous 
statutes,  I  think  there  ought  to  be  distinct  proof  of  that 
which  is  required  by  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  WilL  4,  to  make 
it  valid.  Without,  however,  giving  a  distinct  opinion  upon 
this^  I  think  the  assignment  was  valid  under  the  first  act. 

(a)  1  B.  $  Ad.  630, 
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Coleridge  J. — Without  looking  at  the  late  act  at  al!|  less. 
I  think  that  this  assignment  was  perfectly  good  under  the 
7  Geo.  4.  At  the  same  time,  as  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  fViii,  4 
recites  that  doubts  had  existed  as  to  the  validity  of  these 
assignments,  I  have  been  anxious  to  see  whether  there  was  First  point. 
sufficient  evidence  in  this  case  to  assume  that  the  assign- 
ment in  question  had  been  made  by  the  order  of  the  court, 
and  upon  the  whole  it  seems  to  me  there  was.  To  con- 
sider this  point,  the  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  Will.  4  must  be  put 
out  of  sight.  The  case  then  stands  thus: — the  provisional 
assignee,  who  has  no  power  but  under  the  order  of  the 
court,  has  made  an  assignment;  that  assignment  was  pro- 
duced in  Court,  with  the  seal  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court,  which  could  not  have  been  affixed  except  by  the 
order  of  the  court,  and  then  subsequent  orders  of  the  court 
are  produced,  removing  the  first  assignee  and  appointing 
others ;  I  think,  after  all  this,  it  is  not  too  much  to  infer 
that  the  assignment  was  made  in  obedience  to  the  order  of 
the  court.  This  conclusion  is  strengthened  by  the  words 
at  the  end  of  sect.  19,  for  they  enact,  that  on  production  of 
a  copy  of  the  record  of  the  assignment,  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  court,  no  other  proof  of  any  other  proceeding  in  the 
court  shall  be  necessary,  thereby  dispensing  with  proof  of 
any  order  of  the  court.  I  think,  therefore,  that  if  any  doubt 
existed  as  to  the  validity  of  this  assignment,  under  7  Geo.  4, 
it  was  rendered  valid  by  the  evidence  under  1 1  Geo.  4  and 
1  WiiL  4,  c.  38,  for  the  provisional  assignee  did  no  more 
than  he  was  bound  to  do  by  virtue  of  his  office. 

Rule  discharged. 


VOL,  in. 
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Friday^  BalLEY  V.  De  ArrOYAVE. 

On  an  issue      ASSUMPSIT  on   a  charter-party,  brought  by  a  ship 

on  a  clKuse  in  owner  against  the  freighter,  to  recover  for  eleven  days'  de- 

tj,  that  the       tention  of  the  vessel  above  the  time  allowed  by  the  charter- 

plaintiff  on  a    p^rty.    The  plaintiiF's  vessel,  the  '*  Gil  Bias,"  was  chartered 

certain  day  . 

had  been  ready  to  Accra  or  Whidah,  on  the  coast  of  Africa ;  and  the  char- 

vewel^nnd*  ter-party  contained  the  following  clause: — "  Ninety  running 
had  received  days  are  to  be  allowed  the  said  merchant  (the  defendant),  if 
pUintiffproved  ^^®  ^''^P  ^^  ^^^  sooner  dispatched,  for  unloading  and  loading 
that  the  port  ti^j  g|,|p  ^^  Accra,  Whidah,  or  any  other  ports  or  places  on 
of  unloading  r  a^  *  •     i         a 

was  on  the       the  coast  of  Africa ;  to  commence  on  arrival  at  Accra  or 

coast  of  Alri-    Whidah,  whichever  may  be  her  first  ordered  port  of  repose, 

custom-hoase   being  in  all  respects  ready  to  unload,  and  having  received 

for*K??ing*pra^  pratique,  and  so  continue  whilst  trading  to  or  at  any  other 

tique  existed ;   ports  or  places  on  the  coast,  (casualties  excepted ;)  and  on 

ready  to  un-     ^^^r  being  finally  loaded  and  dispatched,  and  ten  days  on 

load  the  vessel  demurrage  over  and  above  the  said  laying  days,  at  4/.  4s. 

and  that  no      per  day. 

impediment  to      rpj^^  declaration  averred  that  the  vessel  sailed  from  the 
unloading  ex- 
isted;  the  jury  port  of  London   on  the  20th  June,  and,  pursuant  to  the 

vessel  was     ^  orders  of  the  defendant,  proceeded  to  Whidah,  where  the 

ready  to  un-     g^\^  vessel,  with  the  said  goods,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 

day,  but  had     Hth  day  of  August,  in  the  same  year,  arrived.    And  the 

not  received     plaintiff  there  made  a  right  and  true  delivery  of  the  said 

?ratique:—         *^  ,  ' 

leld,  that  on   goods,  agreeably  to  bills  of  ladmg  in  that  behalf.    Aver- 

^^lllntfffVa'r  "™^"^'  ^''^^  plaintiff  did,  by  the  order  of  the  defendant, 
entitled  to  the  receive  on  board  the  said  vessel  at  Whidah,  and  at  ports  on 
pratique,  in       ^^^  coast  of  Africa,  a  full  and  complete  cargo,  and  pro- 

this  charter-  ceeded  with  the  said  cargo  to  London,  according  to  the 
party,  meant  /.  i  •  i    ■  *  i         ^  • 

unloading  the   terms  of  the  said  charter-party.    Averment,  that  afterwards, 

vessel  J'^ac-  to  wit,  on  the  1 4th  day  of  Auzust  aforesaid,  the  said  vessel 
cordance  with  '       ^  jo 

the  laws  or      was  then  in  all  respects  ready  to  unload  her  outward  cargo 
cmintry*°      ^  aforesaid,  and  had  then  received  pratique,  whereof  the  de- 
fendant then  and  there  had  due  notice.     Breach,  that  the 
defendant  would  not,  within  the  said  ninety  running  days 
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and  the  said  ten  days  of  demurrage  in  the  charter-party        18S8. 
mentioned,  commencing  on  the  arrival  of  the  said  vessel  at       ^'^^'^'^ 
Whidah  aforesaid,  and  being  in  all  respects  ready  to  unload,  9. 

and  receiving  pratique  as  aforesaid,  unload  and  load  the  said  De  Abeotave. 
vessel  as  aforesaid,  although  no  casualties  happened ;  but, 
on  the  contrary  thereof,  &c.  wrongfully  detained  the  said 
vessel  for  a  long  time  over  and  above  Scc,  to  wit,  eleven 
days,  8cc.;  to  the  damage,  8cc. 

Pleas, —  1,  Non  assumpsit:  2,  That  the  said  vessel  was 
not  ready  to  unload  her  outward  cargo  aforesaid,  and  did 
not  receive  pratique  for  a  long  time  after  her  arrival  at 
Whidah  aforesaid,  to  wit,  for  a  space  of  time  equal  to  the 
time  during  which  it  is  in  the  declaration  allied  that  the 
defendant  wrongfully  kept  and  detained  the  said  vessel  over 
and  above  the  said  running  days  and  days  of  demurrage 
respectively :  3.  That  the  defendant  did  not  detain  the  said 
vessel  over  and  above  the  said  running  days  and  days  of 
demurrage :   4.  Payment  in  accord  and  satisfaction. 

At  the  trial  at  Guildhall,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at 
the  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  1836,  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff's  vessel  left  the  port  of  London  on  June  20th,  and 
arrived  at  Whidah,  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  on  the  12th 
August.  She  commenced  unloading  her  cargo  on  the  14th 
August,  and  then,  by  the  directions  of  a  Mr.  Belarra,  the 
defendant's  agent  at  Whidah,  she  proceeded  to  different 
ports  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  at  which  she  unloaded  her  out- 
ward cargo,  and  took  in  a  full  cargo  for  her  homeward  voy- 
age. She  was  finally  dispatched  on  her  homeward  voyage, 
by  Belarra,  on  the  4th  December :  he  was  pressed  to  dis- 
patch her  on  the  2nd  December,  by  the  captain  of  the 
Gil  Bias;  but  he  said  he  could  not  get  his  dispatches  ready 
before  the  4th.  When  Belarra  dispatched  the  Gil  Bias,  on 
the  4th  December,  he  gave  the  captain  the  following  certi- 
ficate, indorsed  on  one  of  the  bills  of  lading : 

"  I  certify  having  received  the  cargo  specified  in  this  bill 
of  lading.  I  also  declare  that  the  days  of  demurrage  of  the 
Gil  Bias  ended  on  the  2:)d  November ;  from  the  said  date  to 

I  2 
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1838.  this  the  vessel  gaio8|  according  to  the  agreement  stipulated 
in  the  charter-party.  Given  at  Whidah,  the  4th  December, 
1833.  J.  B.Belarrar 

It  also  appeared  that  there  was  no  custom-house  or 
health  establishment  at  Whidah,  nor  any  means  or  necessity 
for  obtaining  pratique.  Upon  these  facts  it  was  contended 
for  the  defendant,  that  as  the  second  issue  was  on  the  fact 
of  having  received  pratique,  the  verdict  must  be  for  the  de- 
fendant. Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  of  this  opinion,  and 
charged  the  jury  to  that  effect.  The  jury  found  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  first  issue ;  on  the  second,  they  found  that 
the  vessel  was  ready  to  unload  on  the  14th,  but  that  she  had 
not  received  pratique ;  on  the  third  issue  they  found  that 
the  vessel  was  detained  ten  days  beyond  the  lay  days  and 
days  of  demurrage ;  and  on  the  fourth  they  found  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Erkj  in  the  ensuing  Michaelmas  term,  having  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second 
count,  or  for  a  new  trial. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  and  Channell  now  shewed  cause* 
The  plaintiff  cannot  have  a  verdict  on  the  second  issue,  for 
he  has  expressly  alleged  not  only  that  he  was  ready  to  un- 
load on  the  14th  August,  but  also  that  he  received  pratique, 
of  which  he  gave  no  evidence,  but,  on  the  contrary,  shewed 
that  pratique  was  not  to  be  had  at  Whidah.  The  plaintiff 
now  maintains  that  the  issue  is  proved,  because  in  a  bar- 
barous country,  like  the  coast  of  Africa,  no  sanatory  esta- 
blishments exist  for  granting  pratique.  This  fact  perhaps 
might  furnish  an  answer  for  not  complying  with  the  terms 
of  the  charter-party,  if  it  had  been  pleaded,  but  it  does  not 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  succeed  on  the  issue  that  he  has  actu- 
ally received  it.  llie  declaration  therefore  has  been  incor- 
rectly framed  to  meet  the  facts. 

£r/e  and  Wighimatif  contri.  The  argument  of  the 
Attorney- General  proceeds  entirely  on  one  meaning  of  the 
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word  ''pratique'' (a).     All  that  the  clause  as  to  pratique  in         1838. 
the  charter-party  meansi  in  the  language  of  commerce,  is,      ^JT'^'^^*^ 
that  the  goods  shall  be  unloaded  as  soon  as  the  laws  of  the  «. 

country  permit.  If  a  vessel  arrives  from  a  country,  the  DbAbroyave. 
vessels  from  which  are  required  to  undergo  quarantine  at 
their  port  of  arrival  before  they  are  admitted  to  pratique, 
the  custom-house  oflScers  give  a  certificate  that  pratique 
must  be  had;  but  if  from  a  country  where  quarantine  is  not 
necessary,  pratique  is  given  immediately.  It  is  the  interest 
of  the  shipper  that  his  goods  shall  be  landed  as  soon  as 
consists  with  the  laws  of  the  country ;  and  that  is  the  foun- 
dation of  the  clause.  All  the  difficulty  arises  from  the  use 
of  the  word  "  receiving"  instead  of  "  having."  Directly  it 
was  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury  that  the  vessel 
was  ready  to  unload  on  the  14th  August,  and  that  she  might 
do  so  by  the  laws  of  the  country,  enough  of  the  issue  was 
proved  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  verdict  upon  it.  The 
rule  on  this  subject  is,  "when  the  substance  of  the  fact  and 
the  manner  of  the  fact  are  put  in  issue  together,  if  the 
jurors  6nd  the  substance  and  not  the  manner,  yet  judgment 
shall  be  given  according  to  the  substance*'  (&).  MackalUy's 
case(c)  is  to  the  same  effect.  If  the  plaintiff  had  only 
averred  that  the  vessel  was  ready  to  unload  on  the  14th 
August,  it  would  not  have  been  sufficient,  because  it  might 
have  been  that  the  laws  of  the  country  as  to  pratique  would 
not  allow  her  to  unload  till  a  later  period.  [Littledak  J. 
The  findings  on  the  issues  are  inconsistent,  for  on  the  third 
issue  the  jury  find  that  the  vessel  has  been  detained  ten 
days  over  the  ninety  lay  and  ten  demurrage  days,  which 
could  not  be  if  pratique  had  not  been  received.]  They 
are  inconsistent,  but  they  shew  what  the  facts  of  the  case 
are.  A  passage  from  the  French  law  shews  clearly  what 
the  meaning  of  the  word  **  pratique"  is  in  the  commercial 
world.     ''Les  provenances,  par  mer,  de  pays  habituelle« 

(a)  Falconer's  Marine  Dictionary!        (c)  9  Rep*  65  a^ 
(6)  Plow.  Conam.  lOh 
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18S8.  ment  et  actuellemcot  urims,  coDtinueroot  d'etre  admis  i  la 
libre  pratiqaei  immediatenient  apr^  les  Yi^tes,  et  les  ioter- 
rogatjoos  d'usage,  i  moins  d'acckkos  oa  de  communica- 
Db  AamoTAvs.  ^^^  ^  nature  suspecte,  snrrenus  depuis  letir  depart"  (a). 
This  enactment  of  the  French  legislature  shews  that  a  vessel 
arriving  from  a  healthy  countrj  is  in  pratique  immediately, 
if  by  the  law  of  the  coimtiy  there  are  no  vbits  or  inquiries 
necessaiy  to  be  made. 

Lord  Dbmman  C.  J.— I  thought  at  the  trial  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  face  of  the  second  issue 
as  it  stands;  but  I  am  now  convinced  that  the  correct 
meaning  of  the  word  *'  pratique,''  contained  in  a  charter- 
party  like  the  present,  with  respect  to  a  country  like  Africa, 
is  that  which  has  been  given  to  it  by  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  therefore  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  verdict  on 
that  issue. 

LiTTLBOALE  J. — I  think  '' pratique"  in  this  charter-party 
means  the  moment  the  vessel  begins  to  unload  her  cargo  at 
her  outward  port,  and  that  as  soon  as  a  vessel  is  allowed  to 
unload  by  the  laws  or  customs  of  the  country,  she  may  be 
said  to  have  "  pratique." 

WiLUAMs  and  Colbbidge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  second  issue. 

(a)  Repertoire  de  Jurisprudence,  par  Merlini  tit.  Quarantine,  torn,  36, 
p.  160. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Mayor^  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses 

of  Poole.  January  Wh. 

Bingham,  in  Mkhaelmas  term  last,  had  obtained  a      i«  Where 
rule,  calling  upon  the  town  council  of  Poole  to  shew  cause  (he  Treasury 

why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue«  directed  to  them,  award  com- 

pensauon  to 
commanding  them  to  execute  a  bond,  under  the  common  an  officer  in  a 


on 


seal,  conditioned  for  the  payment  to  Francis  Edwards,  of  ^j'^'f^'  ^^ 

the  yearly  sum  of  42/.  Qj.  ]0d.  moved  from 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Edwards,  that  be  was  town  council, 

appointed  in  Feb.  1835,  to  the  office  of  collector  of  certain  »f  the  office  is 

duties  on  goods  and  merchandize  imported  into  and  exported  office,  or  the 

out  of  the  port  of  Poole,  and  also  on  ballast  and  tonnage  ™°\°^y|,Ifg"^^ 

payable  in  respect  of  vessels  coming  into  and  going  out  of  the  5  &  6 

the  harbour.    On  the  14th  Jan.  1836,  he  received  a  letter  ^l^^^^^^lp 

from  the  town  clerk,  informing  him  that  the  town  council  the  Treasury 

had  removed  him  from  the  office  of  collector  of  quay  dues,  Miction. 

and  had  appointed  Mr.  Adey  in  his  stead.     Mr.  Edwards  .  3-  ^^  ^^^^ 
.  .  ,  .  .  ..  i.  borough  of  P. 

thereupon  made  a  claim  to  the  town  council  for  compensa-  a  loc  J  act 

tion,  which  they  rejected.     Mr.  Edwards  then  memorialized  f^'^'^^^^nd 

the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  who,  on  the  advice  of  the  law  corporation  to 

officers  of  the  crown,  awarded  Mr.  Edwards  an  annuity  of  (j^^^fficera 

42/.  9^*  lOd.    The  town  council  refused  to  obey  this  order,  (amongst  them 

By  the  affidavits  in  answer,  it  was  stated  that  the  appoint-  ^^\  qq^  also 

ment  of  Mr.  Edwards  was  made  under  a  local  act  of  par-  ^^  displace 

liament(<i),  whereby  the  mayor,  bailitts  and  burgesses,  were  time  to  time, 

authorized  to  appoint  a  person  to  collect  the  duties,  and  ^"^  ^^  ^l^^ 

also  from  time  to  time  to  remove  and  displace  such  collec-  out  of  the 

tor;  that  previous  to  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Edwards,  the  ^^^^^^  ^V 

(a)  See  the  provisions  of  this      case,  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  xhe  remainder 
.  act  (99  Oeo,  9),  bearing  on  this      Court,  poitf  193.  of  the  dues 

collected  was 
appropriated  by  tlie  act  to  the  harbour  of  P.  The  town  council  elected  under  the  5  & 
6  Wib,  4,  c.  76,  who,  by  sect  78,  are  made  trustees  for  executing  all  acts  relating  to 
the  borough,  having  displaced  a  quay  master  appointed  before  the  Municipal  Act: — 
Held^  that  he  was  displaced  under  the  local  act,  and  therefore  was  not  entitled  to  com* 
pensation  as  an  oflicer  displaced  ander  the  Municipal  Act. 

^are,  Whether  the  office  of  quay  master,  the  salnry  of  which  arose  from  the  dues 
collected  nnder  the  local  act,  is  a  borough  office. 
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1838.  major,  bailiffs  and  burgesses  had,  in  exercise  of  the  powers 
given  them  by  the  local  act,  removed,  as  occasion  required, 
such  collectors  of  rates,  without  any  compensation  ever 
*fooLE ^^  having  been  paid  or  demanded;  that  although  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  collector,  previous  to  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
vested  in  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  burgesses,  and  since  that 
act  vested  in  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  burgesses  of  the 
town,  yet  the  management  of  the  dues,  and  the  payment  of 
officers,  had  been,  from  the  passing  of  the  local  act,  and 
still  is,  under  the  management  of  a  body  called  the  Quay 
Committee,  who  keep  a  separate  fund  called  the  Quay  Fund, 
and  pay  out  of  it  all  the  officers  appointed  under  the  act, 
over  which  the  corporation  have  no  control,  except  for  the 
purposes  of  the  local  act;  that  this  fund  cannot  be  applied 
to  corporate  purposes,  and  that  the  corporation  of  Poole 
had  borrowed  sums  of  money,  at  interest,  from  the  quay 
committee ;  that  the  borough  fund  was  not  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  the  salaries  under  the  local  act,  and  that  at  the 
audit  of  the  corporation  funds,  the  quay  fund  has  never 
been  included.  It  was  then  stated,  that  the  office  of  col- 
lector of  quay  dues  was  not  a  corporate  office,  and  that 
Mr.  Edwards  was  not  removed  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  78,  but  under  the  local  act,  being  nearly  seventy  years  of 
age,  and  subject  to  the  gout. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  and  Bantow,  on  a  former  day  in  this 
term,  shewed  cause.  The  Lords  of  the  Treasury  were 
wholly  without  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  and  therefore  their 
order  was  void.  Mr.  Edwards  was  not  an  officer  of  the 
corporation,  and  he  was  not  removed  under  the  Municipal 
Corporation  Act.  The  local  act  authorizes  the  mayor,  8cc. 
to  nominate  and  displace  officers  at  will,  and  this  power  has 
been  often  exercised.  The  funds  arising  from  the  quay  dues 
have  always  been  distinguished  from  the  corporation  funds; 
and  the  corporation  not  having  any  control  over  the  quay 
fund,  have  no  other  means  of  making  compensation  but  out 
of  the  borough  fund.    The  corporation  hold  those  dues  as 


HILARY  TERM,  I  VICT. 

trustees^  under  sects.  72  and  73  of  the  Municipal  Corporation 

Act,  which  is  quite  distinct  from  the  corporate  property  they 

hold  as  a  corporation.     Under  what  section  then  can  this  v, 

officer  claim  compensation  ?    Sect.  66  only  applies  to  offices  ^*{!J[^f|j^'  ®^ 

abolished,  or  to  persons  removed  under  the  act.  Mr.Edwards 

was  removed  by  the  new  trustees  under  the  local  act,  and 

there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  the  trustees  were 

more  fettered   in   their  appointments  than   before.     The 

Lords  of  the  Treasury  and  this  Court,  in  Rex  v.  Bridge^ 

water  {a\  have  put  a  liberal  construction  upon  the  word 

<' office,"  but  that  construction  was  only  intended  to  include 

corporate  offices,  which  were  not  strictly  legal  or  permanent 

offices,  not  to  comprehend  offices  quite  unconnected  with 

the  corporation.    Hex  v.  Bridgewater  (a)  also  establishes, 

that  if  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  have  no  jurisdiction,  their 

order  is  a  nullity.    On  the  grounds,  therefore^   1st,  that 

Mr.  Edwards  was  not  a  corporate  officer;  and  2d,  that  he 

has  not  been  removed  under  the  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  76,  this 

rule  must  be  discharged. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  6.  and  Bingham,  contrs^.  The  ques<* 
tion  is,  whether  the  order  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  is  a 
nullity  altogether;  for  if  they  had  any  jurisdiction,  sect.  66 
of  the  Municipal  Act  provides  that  this  order  ^'  shall  be 
binding  on  all  parties."  In  The  King  v.  The  Mayor  of 
Bridgewater  (a),  the  claim  for  compensation  was  made  by 
Mr.  Trevor  as  clerk  to  the  justices ;  and  Coleridge  J.  said, 
"  Before  the  act,  he  (Mr.  Trevor)  was  an  officer  of  the 
borough  without  doubt."  But  what  is  the  office  of  a  cleric 
to  the  justices;  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  corporation, 
and  requires  no  formal  appointment  or  removal.  The 
Court  however  held,  that  it  was  an  office  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act,  for  which  compensation  should  be  awarded. 
Mr.  Edward$*B  office  was  much  more  nearly  connected  with 
the  corporation.  The  dues  collected  under  the  local  act 
are  corporate  property.    That  act  does  not  create  the  dues, 

(a)  1  N.  &  P.  466. 
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1838.        it  only  specifies  and  declares  what  they  are;  the  dues  are 

)^1^^      without  doubt  srants  from  the  crown«  similar  to  what  is 
The  QuEBW    r       A  '  T  . 

V.  found  m  most  seaport  towns.     In  one  sense  the  corporation 

Mayor  &c.  of  ^^^^  trustees,  for  no  doubt  they  would  be  liable  to  indictment 

X  OOLE*  •       ,  «  ■  •  • 

if  they  did  not  keep  the  quay  and  port  in  repair,  but  m  every 
other  view  the  dues  formed  part  of  the  corporation  property. 
Suppose  Edwards  had  been  a  collector  of  the  town  dues 
before  the  act  passed,  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  he  would 
have  been  entitled  to  compensation  ?  The  destination  of 
these  dues  is  relied  upon,  namely,  that  all  is  to  be  expended 
on  the  harbour  &c.,  but  that  was  always  the  case,  impliedly, 
before  the  local  act  made  an  express  provision  on  the  sub* 
ject.  [Coleridge  J.  Do  you  contend  that  if  no  statute  had 
been  passed,  directing  the  application  of  these  funds,  that  it 
would  have  been  any  breach  of  duty  in  the  corporation,  at 
common  law,  to  apply  them  to  other  purposes  ?]  The  cor- 
poration, no  doubt,  would  have  applied  them  for  the  pur- 
poses mentioned  in  the  act;  but  as  that  act  recognizes  that 
the  dues  belong  to  the  corporation,  whatever  surplus  there 
might  be  after  repairing  would  accrue  to  them.  However 
that  might  be,  Mr.  Edwards  held  an  office  of  profit  under 
the  corporation,  and  he  has  been  removed,  and  therefore  he 
comes  completely  within  the  third  category  of  sect.  66,  as 
an  officer  of  a  borough,  who  has  been  removed  from  his 
office  under  the  provisions  of  the  act.  No  incapacity  on 
his  part,  or  cause  for  removal,  is  alleged.  The  principal 
ground  relied  on  for  resisting  this  application  is,  that  these 
dues  have  always  been  managed  by  a  committee,  but  a  com- 
mittee of  the  corporation  is  tantamount  to  the  corporation 
for  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  appointed,  just  as  an 
officer  appointed  by  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, is  an  officer  of  the  whole  House.  It  is  an  assump- 
tion that  the  committee  in  the  corporation  are  trustees  with 
regard  to  these  dues,  and  there  is  no  analogy  between  them 
and  eleemosynary  trusts,  which  are  created  by  private  indi- 
viduals. Wherever  these  dues  exist,  they  exist  by  prescrip- 
tion. 

Cur.  adv,  vidt. 
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Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg-         1838. 

ment  of  the  Court  as  follows : — Upon  the  argument  of  this  j»^^^ 
case,  we  had  no  doubt  that  the  party  applying  for  this  man-  i, 

damus  was  an  officer  within  the  meaning  properly  to  be  Mayor  &c.  of 

.  1  OOLE. 

given  to  that  term  in  the  compensation  clause  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  5  &  6  fVilL  4,  c.  76,  s.  66,  but  we 
were  desirous  of  considering  whether,  upon  the  affidavitSi 
he  was  an  officer  of  the  borough  of  Poole,  and  had  been 
removed  from  his  office  under  the  provisions  of  the  act.     If 
we  should  be  satisfied  that  the  affirmative  of  both  these 
propositions  was  established^  we  had  no  doubt  that  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  to 
determine  on  his  right  to  compensation,  and  it  would  be 
then  our  duty  to  enforce  by  mandamus  obedience  to  the 
award  they  have  made;  but  if  either  of  those  propositions  be 
decided  in  the  negative,  it  would  be  equally  clear  that  their 
lordships  have  not  given,  and  of  course  cannot  give  them- 
selves jurisdiction.     It  is  recited  by  the  local  act,  29  Geo.  2, 
that  the  mayor^  bailiffs,  burgesses  and  commonalty,  (i.  e.  the 
whole  body  corporate  of  Poole,)  had  immemorially  received 
certain  duties,  called  petty  customs  or  wharfage,  and  also 
certain   other  duties,   called  broomage   and  ballod  duty, 
which  had  been  constantly  under  the  management  of  the 
mayor, bailiffs  and  burgesses,  as  trustees  and  managers;  that 
the  said  duties  had  been  applied  for  the  repair  of  the  har- 
bour, quays  and  wharfs,  and  other  works  necessary  for  the 
more  convenient  use  of  the  same.     Difficulties  in  the  col- 
lecting and  enforcing  the  payment  of  these  duties  are  then 
recited,  and  for  the  remedy  it  is  enacted  that  certain  speci- 
fied duties  shall  henceforth  be  paid  to  the  mayor,  baiiiflfs, 
burgesses  and  commonalty,  as  well  by  the  said  mayor,  bai- 
liffs, burgesses  and  commonalty,  in  their  natural  capacities, 
as  by  all  other  persons,  under  the  circumstances  in  the  act 
stated.     And  power  is  given  to  the  mayor,  bailiffs  and  bur- 
gesses,  or  the  major  part  of  them  for  the  time  being,  whereof 
the  mayor  is  to  be  one,  to  assemble,  and  by  any  writing 
under  their  hands,  or  the  hands  of  the  major  part  of  them  so 
assembled,  to  appoint  certain  officers,  (amongst  others  a 
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1838.        quay  master^)  and  also  from  time  to  time  to  displace  or 
^^^^"^^      remove  them,  and  to  assign  them  reasonable  salaries  out  of 
9,  the  said  duties,  collected  by  virtue  of  the  act,  not  exceeding 

Mayor  &c  of  q^^  Jj,  j]je  pound.    Tlie  act  then  provides  for  the  manner  of 
collecting  the  duties  and  auditing  the  accounts,  which  it 
gives  each  person,  out  of  whose  goods  any  payment  has  been 
made,  a  right  to  examine;  and  lastly,  it  specifically  directs 
the  application  of  all  the  monies  to  be  raised  by  the  said 
duties,  to  the  repair  and  good  order  of  the  harbour,  wharfs, 
quays,  and  other  works  connected  with  them.     Under  this 
act  Mr.  Edwards  received  his  appointment  as  quay  master, 
and  very  shortly  after  the  election  of  the  town  council,  under 
5  8c  6  fVilL  4,  c.  76,  was  by  them  dismissed  from  his  office. 
It  was  urged  upon  us  in  support  of  the  rule,  and  we  think 
correctly,  that  the  compensation  clause  of  this  act  ought  to 
receive  a  liberal  construction.     Upon  this  principle,  in  the 
case  of  The  Mayor  of  Bridgewateria),  when  we  found  that 
the  duties  and  emoluments  of  clerk  to  the  charter  justices 
had  always  been  incident  to  the  office  of  common  or  town 
clerk,  which  was  clearly  an  office  of  profit  within  and  be- 
longing to  the  borough,  we  thought  ourselves  justified  in 
holding  that  the  compensation  for  the  loss  of  that  office,  as 
it  existed  before  the  passing  of  the  statute,  ought  to  em- 
brace such  emoluments;  for  the  employment  of  clerk  to  the 
justices  had  become,  by  long  usage,  parcel  of  the  corporate 
office  of  town  clerk,  and  the  applicant,  in  that  case,  who 
had  been  appointed  town  clerk  by  the  new  corporation,  but 
was  not  the  clerk  to  the  new  borough  justices,  appeared  to 
us  not  to  have  been  reappointed  to  his  former  office,  and 
to  have  received  only  a  partial  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
it.     Before,  however,  we  can  authorize  a  charge  upon  the 
borough  fund,  we  are  bound  to  see  that  the  case  of  the 
applicant  is  brought  fairly  within  the  conditions  of  the  sta- 
tute.    Upon  a  consideration  of  the  authority  by  which  Mr. 
Edwards  was  appointed,  and  the  fund  from  which  his  salary 
was  paid,  we  have  entertained  great  doubts,  whether  he 

{a)  1  N.  &  P.  466. 
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could  be  properly  considered  an  officer  of  the  borough.    It        18S8. 


IS  unnecessary  however  to  determine  that  question,  because    ^,    ^ 

^       .  •       ,      ,     .  .  .       1       L      The  QuBBK 

we  are  of  opinion  that  he  has  not  been  removed  under  the  v. 

provisions  of  the  statute  in  question.     By  the  7«d  section  ^^i^^^^'^^ 
of  the  statute,  the  new  body  corporate  are  made  trustees  for 
executing,  by  the  council  of  the  borough,  the  powers  and 
provisions  of  all  acts  of  parliament  relating  to  the  borough, 
made  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  other  than  any  act  made 
for  securing  charitable  uses,  &c.     Under  this  section  the 
council  become  substituted  in  the  local  act  for  the  mayor, 
bailiffs  and  burgesses;  they  have  the  same  powers,  and  no 
greater;  they  must  administer  the  local  act,  but  are  bound 
by  it.     If  therefore  Mr.  Edwards,  under  the  local  act,  had 
beeu  appointed  for  life,  no  provision  of  the  5  &  6  fVilL  4, 
c.  76,  would  have  enabled  the  council   to   remove  him. 
They  are  enabled  so  to  do  only  because  under  the  local 
statute  he  was  appointed  to  hold  during  pleasure,  and  be- 
cause they  are  now  appointed  as  trustees  to  execute  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  that  statute.     The  removal,  there- 
fore, is  an  act  done  by  them  as  such,  and  in  virtue  of  the 
powers  of  that  statute,  and  is  not  a  removal  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76.     We  are  not  satisfied 
upon  the  affidavits,  that  the  removal  of  Mr.  Edward*  has 
been  made  without  just  cause;   unexceptionable  reasons 
were  stated  for  it  upon  the  argument,  but  without  deciding 
that  which  is  not  properly  of  our  jurisdiction;  we  may  add, 
that  we  have  come  to  our  conclusion  with  the  less  regret, 
because  it  seems  clear  that  those  dues,  out  of  which  his 
salary  was  paid,  do  not  become  a  part  of  the  borough  fund, 
and  therefore  there  would  be  almost  an  injustice  in  making 
that  fund  chargeable  with  any  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
it.     Upon  the  ground,  however,  that  he  has  not  been  re- 
moved under  the  provisions  of  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  we 
think  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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1838. 
^^v^^        The  Queen  v.  The  Wardens,  Overseers  and  Inhabitants 
Monday,  Qf  St.  Saviour's,  Southwark. 

January  29th.  ' 

1.  Where      MaNDAMUS.    The  writ  recited, that  by  22  &  «3 Car. 2, 
a  mandamas     intituled  *'  An  Act  for  making  the  Manor  of  Paris  Garden 

is  not  frivolous  a  parish,  and  to   enable  the  parishioners  of  St.  Saviour's, 

on  the  face  of      "^  '  ,  ^  '^  .   , 

it,  its  validity    Southwark,  to  raise  a  Maintenance  for  Ministers  and  for  Re- 

^edona^con-  P*'*"'  of  their  Church,"  it  was  recited,  that  James  the  First, 

cilium,and       by  his  letters-patent,    granted  the  rectory  and  parsonage 

for  quashing     impropriate  of  the  parish  church  of  St.  Saviour's,  South- 

the  return.       wark,  to  certain  persons  and  their  heirs,  in  trust  for  the 

2.  Jac.iyhy  :  . 

letters-patent,  wardens  of  the  said  parish  church  and  their  successors,  en- 

reciw  of  St  J°^"'"8  them,  out  of  the  revenue  thereof,  to  find  and  main- 

S.  to  certain  tain  two  preaching  chaplains,  and  a  schoolmaster  and  usher 

thefr^  heiol  in  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  grammar  school,  and  to  repair  their  parish 

trust  for  the  church,  and  to  pay  their  chaplains  threescore  pounds  per 

St.  S.,  enjoin-  8nnum,  and  their  schoolmaster  and  usher  thirty  pounds  per 

ing  them,  out   annum.     But  the  said  parish  church  being  a  verv  great 

of  the  revenue     ,        ,  .  ... 

thereof,  to        church,  and  very  chargeable  to  be  mamtamed  m  due  repa- 

Xplains'and  "^^"^"^  *"*•  ^^^  revenue  of  the  said  rectory  not  amounting  to 
to  repair  their  above  100/.  per  annum,  communibus  annis,  the  sum  would 
and*to  payThe  "^^  extend  to  repair  the  said  church,  and  to  allow  any  rea- 

chaplains  cer-  sonable  maintenance  to  the  said  chaplains ;  for  the  remedy 
tain  salaries.         i  *.  .     .  ,         ,  .  ,      .  i.     ■ 

By  a  local  act,  vrhereof  it  is,  amongst  other  things,  enacted,  that  all  the 

reciting  these 

letters-patent,  Rud  that  the  parish  church  was  very  chargeable,  and  the  revenue  did  not 
extend  to  repair  the  church  and  allow  any  reasonable  maintenance  to  the  chaplains,  it 
was  enacted  that  the  inhabitanU  of  St.  S.  should  be  discharged  from  tithes,  and  that  in 
consideration  thereof  the  wardens,  with  six  of  the  inhabitants,  might  make  a  rate  every 
year,  and  that  the  wardens  should  pay  to  the  chaplains  certain  salaries,  which  should  be 
in  lieu  of  all  salaries  to  be  paid  under  the  letters -patent,  and  all  the  residue  of  the  rate 
to  be  applied  to  the  repairs  of  the  church.  A  subsequent  local  act  directed  that  the 
rate  should  be  made  by  the  wardens,  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  other  inhabitants  of  the 
parish,  in  vestry  assembled;  and  that  out  of  the  rate  so  collected,  the  wardens  should 
pay  the  salaries,  fire,  and  apply  the  remainder  to  the  repairs  of  the  church.  The  inha- 
bitants having  refused  to  make  a  rate  under  this  act,  and  the  salaries  of  the  chaplains 
being  unpaid,  and  the  church  out  of  repair, — the  Court  directed  a  mandamus  to  the 
wardens  and  inhabitants  to  make  a  rate  :— Held,  that  the  rate  was  rightly  directed,  as 
the  wardens  had  no  power  to  make  a  rate  alone. 

3.  The  return  of  the  inhabitants  stated  that  the  wardens  were  liable,' on  their  cove- 
nant in  the  letters-patent,  to  pay  portion  of  the  salaries,  and  to  repair  the  church,  and 
that  they  had  sufficient  yearly  revenue  for  that  purpose,  the  rale  being  only  intended  to 
be  a  rate  in  aid:— Held,  that  whatever  might  be  their  liability  or  their  revenue,  as  to  the 
church  repairs,  the  acts  of  pari  lament  give  the  rate  to  the  chaplains  as  the  only  fund  for 
payment  of  their  salaries,  and  in  lieu  of  all  other. 
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parishioners  of  St.  Saviour's,  and  all  the  inhabitants  of  and         ]838. 
.within  the  same,  should  be  for  ever  thereafter  exonerated       ^-'v^*^ 
and  discharged  from  tithes ;  and  in  consideration  thereof,        ®  w^een 
that  it  should  and  might  be  lav?fu1  to  and  for  the  church-  The  Wardens, 
wardens  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  parish,  and  the  over«  g^  Saviour's 
seers  of  the  poor,  or  the  greater  number  of  them,  on  giving   Southwark. 
notice  unto  or  calling  together  six  or  more  of  such  inhabit- 
ants as  had,  within  the  space  of  seven  years  then  last  past, 
borne  the  like  office  therein,  to  assemble  yearly,  and  make 
a  rate,  not  exceeding  350/.  in  any  one  year ;  and  the  wardens 
of  the  said  parish  church,  and  their  successors,  should,  by 
yearly  quarterly  payments,  pay  yearly  for  ever  unto  each  of 
the  chaplains  the  yearly  sum  of  100/.,  and  unto  the  school- 
master and  usher  the  yearly  sum  of  SO/.;  which  said  several 
sums  should  be  in  lieu  of  all  monies  to  them  respectively 
payable  or  to  be  paid  by  virtue  of  the  said  letters-patent  or 
any  appointment  therein ;  and  all  the  residue  of  the  monies 
so  to  be  raised  as  aforesaid  should  from  time  to  time  be  ap- 
plied and  disposed  of  for  and  towards  the  repairs  of  the  said 
parish  church  of  St.  Saviour's,  and  other  matters  concerning 
the  administration  of  the  same  church  affairs,  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  said  wardens  for  the  time  being  should  conceive 
meet.    The  writ  then  recited,  that  by  56  Geo.S,  c.  Iv.  (local), 
it  was,  amongst  other  things,  enacted,  that  so  much  of  the 
act  of  Car.  2  as  respected  the  amount  of  the  rate  to  be 
raised  by  rate  should  be  repealed,  and  enacted  that  it  should 
and  might  be  lawful  for  the  wardens,  overseers  of  the  poor, 
and  other  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  in  vestry  assembled, 
to  make  a  rate  yearly,  not  exceeding  one  shilling  in  the 
pound ;  and  all  such  sums  as  should  be  paid  by  the  collec- 
tors, to  be  applied  as  hereinafter  mentioned ;  that  is  to  say, 
the   wardens   should,  by   equal  quarterly  payments,   pay 
yearly  unto  each  of  the  chaplains  the  yearly  sum  of  SOOL, 
and  unto  the  schoolmaster  and  usher  the  yearly  sum  of  SO/., 
the  payment  of  which  sums  should  be  in  lieu  of  all  monies 
to  them  respectively  payable  or  to  be  paid  by  virtue  of  the 
said  letters-patent  or  any  appointment  therein ;  and  all  the 
residue  of  the  monies  so  to  be  raised  as  aforesaid  should. 
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1838.        from  time  to  time,  be  applied  and  disposed  of  for  and  towards 

J^^^^^      the  repairs  of  the  said  parish  church,  and  other  matters 

v.  concerning  the  administration  of  the  same  church  affairs,  in 

'^'**&^"'f  *"*'  *"^^  manner  as  the  said  wardens  for  the  time  being  should 

St.  Saviour's,  conceive  proper,  as  by  the  said  act,  reference  being  thereto 

SooTHWARK.   jj^j^  ^jij  ^^^^  fyj,^  appear.     The  writ  then  recited  that 

there  was  due  and  owing  to  the  chaplains  150/.  each,  and 
to  the  schoolmaster  and  usher  SO/.;  and  also  that  the  church 
of  St.  Saviour's  was  in  a  very  dilapidated  state,  and  required 
immediate  repairs,  and  that  application  had  been  made  to 
the  wardens  for  payment  of  the  sums  so  owing,  which  they 
neglected  and  refused  to  pay;  and  also  that  application  had 
been  made  to  the  wardens,  overseers  and  inhabitants,  to 
make  a  rate  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  acts  of  parliament.  The  writ  then  commanded  the 
wardens,  overseers  and  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish,  im« 
mediately  after  the  receipt  of  the  writ,  to  assemble  a  vestry, 
and  make  a  rate  for  the  purposes  in  that  behalf  aforesaid, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  acts  of  parliament,  or  to  shew 
cause  to  the  contrary  thereof. 

The  wardens  and  overseers,  and  some  of  the  inhabitants, 
made  a  return  to  the  writ,  in  which  they  admitted  that  the 
stipends  were  due  to  the  chaplains,  and  that  the  church  was 
dilapidated;  and  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  application 
to  them  for  payment,  they,  the  wardens,  were  and  still  are 
unable  to  pay  the  said  sums  or  any  part  thereof,  by  reason 
that  the  said  wardens,  at  the  time  of  such  application,  had 
not,  and  still  have  not,  in  their  custody  and  control,  any 
sum  or  sums  of  money  assessed,  collected  or  paid,  under  or 
by  virtue  of  the  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  ii.  and  of  the  56  Geo.  3, 
or  either  of  the  said  acts,  or  otherwise  howsoever.  They 
then  certified  that  they  refused  to  make  a  rate,  as  they  law- 
fully might,  under  the  two  acts,  and  also  because  any  rate  to 
be  made  under  the  said  acts  might  be  made  by  the  wardens 
and  overseers,  and  six  or  more  of  the  inhabitants,  alone. 

A  separate  return  was  made  by  other  of  the  inhabitants, 
in  which  they  stated,  that  by  letters-patent  of  Hen.  6,  certain 
parishioners  of  St.  Margaret,  Soutbwark,  were  incorporated 
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bj  the  name  of  "  The  Wardens  of  the  Guild  of  our  blessed         i838. 
Lady,"  with  power  to  purchase  lands  in  mortmain;  and      ^^^^"^^ 
that,  by  the  28  Hen.  8,  the  parishioners  of  St.  Margaret's  ^^ 

were  incorporated  as  •'  The  Wardens  of  the  parish  church  The  Wardens, 
of  St.  Margaret,''  with  a  similar  power  to  purchase  lands;  St. Saviour's, 
that  by  the  32  Hen.  8,  the  parishes  of  St.  Margaret  and  St.  Southwark. 
Mary  Overy  were  united,  and  it  was  enacted  that  the  pa- 
rishioners should  elect  churchwardens  every  year,  who 
should  be  a  body  corporate,  and  who  should  have  all  the 
lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  other  revenues,  at  any 
time  in  the  possession  of  the  wardens  of  St.  Margaret  and 
St.  Mary  Magdalen  Overy.  They  then  certified  that  Jac.  1, 
by  his  letters-patent,  granted  the  rectory  of  St.  Saviour's  and 
all  tbe  premises  and  hereditaments,  formerly  parcel  of  the 
priory  of  St.  Mary's  Overy,  to  the  wardens  of  St.  Saviour's; 
and  the  said  last-mentioned  wardens  did  covenant  with  his 
Majesty  that  they  would,  at  their  own  proper  costs  and 
charges,  maintain  one  learned  man  to  the  place  of  school- 
master, and  one  other  learned  man  to  the  place  of  usher, 
and  should  pay  20/.  a  year  to  the  schoolmaster,  and  10/. 
a  year  to  the  usher ;  and  the  said  wardens  did  further  cove- 
nant that  they  would  maintain  two  chaplains,  and  would 
pay  yearly  to  the  said  chaplains  60/.,  and  would  pay  all 
other  charges,  expenses  and  sums  of  money,  out  of  the  said 
rectory  of  ancient  time  issuing  or  to  be  paid ;  and  his  said 
Majesty,  his  heirs  and  successors,  therefrom  and  from  every 
part  thereof,  from  thenceforth  for  ever  would  acquit,  exone- 
rate and  keep  harmless. 

The  inhabitants  then  averred  that  the  charge  of  repairing 
tbe  parish  church  was  a  charge  out  of  the  said  rectory  of 
ancient  time  issuing,  and  the  divers  messuages,  lands  and 
tenements,  granted,  conveyed,  purchased  and  procured  by 
the  said  wardens,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  divers 
letters-patent  and  acts  of  parliament  before  mentioned,  were 
of  large  annual  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  1000/.  and 
upwards  per  annum,  which  said  sum  of  1000/.  is  amply 
sufficient  year  by  year  to  repair  the  said  church,  and  to  pay 
the  said  stipends  in  the  letters-patent  of  Jac.  1  mentioned. 

VOL.  111.  K 
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1838.  They  theu  averred  that  the  wardens  were  primarily  liable 

J^.C^      to  pay  the  stipends  in  the  said  letters-patent  mentioned,  and 

v.  to  repair  the  church,  and  that  the  object  and  intention  of 

'"'®^'^®°*'  the  «2  &  23  Car.  2,  and  the  56  Geo.  3,  was  to  enable  the 

St.  SAVfouR*Sy  parishioners  of  St.  Saviour's  to  make  a  rate  in  aid  of  the 

*'    said  primary  liability,  and  that  the  wardens  had  always  paid 

the  stipends  and  repaired  the  church  up  to  June,  1836. 

The  inhabitants  then  set  out  the  proceedings  at  the  vestry 

assembled  in  pursuance  of  the  writ,  in  which  an  attempt 

was  made  by  the  inhabitants  to  appoint  a  committee,  and 

consider  the  proper  return  to  be  made  to  the  rate,  and  that 

a  rate  of  sixpence  in  the  pound  was  proposed,  which  was 

more  than  sufficient  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  act, 

and  therefore  the  majority  voted  against  it. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  in  Trinity  term,  having  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  to  quash  these  returns, 

Jan.  18M.  Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  (with  whom  were  M.  D.  Hill  and 
E.  Perrj/)f  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  shewed  cause ;  and 
contended  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged,  as  there  was 
nothing  frivolous  in  the  returns  made,  but  serious  questions 
of  law  raised  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court.  It  ought 
therefore  to  have  been  brought  on  in  the  usual  course,  upon 
a  concilium,  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  may  be  had  in 
a  formal  manner,  and  an  opportunity  for  bringing  error  be 
afforded. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  contrA.  This  being  an  urgent  case,  and  the 
stipends  being  unpaid,  it  was  thought  that  the  points  of  law 
might  be  argued  on  the  rule,  iu  order  to  obtain  the  speedier 
decision  of  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — When  a  return  raises  matters  of 
law,  it  cannot  be  quashed  on  a  motion,  but  must  come  on 
in  a  regular  way  upon  a  concilium  (a). 

A  concilium  being  obtained,  the  case  was  set  down  in 
the  crown  paper,  and  was  argued  on  this  day  by 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  for  the  crown.     Neither  of  these  returns 
(a)  S«6  Regina  v.  Payn,  pott. 
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can  be  sustained.    The  ivardeos  seem  merely  to  rely  on  the         1838. 


power  which  they  contend  they  have  to  make  the  rate  them* 
selves,  under  the  22  &  23  Cur.  2 ;  but  that  construction  v. 

cannot  be  supported,  for  the  56  Geo.  3  enacts,  that  the  ^®^"J|f*"'' 
wardens,  overseers,  and  other  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  in  St.  Saviour's, 
vestry  assembled,  shall  make  the  rate.  They  then  contend,  ^^^thwark. 
as  the  inhabitants  do  in  their  return,  that  under  the  two  acts 
they  have  a  discretionary  power  to  make  the  rate.  The 
inhabitants  in  this  return  rely  on  the  covenant  by  the  war* 
dens,  contained  in  the  letters^patent  of  Jac.  \ .  The  effect 
of  those  ]etters*patent  was  to  convey  the  rectory  of  St. 
Saviour's  to  the  wardens,  who  thereupon  covenanted  to  pay 
the  stipends  and  repair  the  church ;  but,  by  the  22  &  83 
Car.  2,  the  inhabitants  of  St.  Saviour's  were  exonerated 
from  tithes,  which  constituted  the  revenue  of  the  rectory, 
and  in  comideration  thereof  it  was  enacted  that  it  should 
and  might  be  lawful  for  the  wardens  to  make  a  rate,  and 
out  of  it  to  pay  the  chaplains ;  and  it  was  expressly  enacted, 
that  the  payments  so  to  be  made  to  the  chaplains  should  be 
in  lieu  of  all  monies  payable  to  them  out  of  the  letters-pa- 
tent. The  chaplains  therefore  have  no  claim  on  the  ward- 
ens under  the  letters -patent  of  Jac.  I.  The  inhabitants 
certify  that  the  revenue  of  the  wardens  year  by  year,  is  suf- 
ficient to  pay  the  stipends  year  by  year,  but  they  carefully 
abstain  from  saying  that  the  wardens  have  sufficient  funds 
in  hand  now.  The  question  therefore  is,  are  the  wardens, 
overseers  and  inhabitants  compellable  to  make  a  rate  under 
these  statutes,  or  have  they  it  in  their  discretion  to  refuse 
whenever  they  choose.  The  law  is,  that  wherever  a  public 
doty  is  pointed  out  by  the  legislature,  this  Court  will  enforce 
it;  Bac.  Abr.  Statutes  (I.);  and  it  is  immaterial  what  the 
words  enjoining  the  duty  are,  for  the  Court  will  construe 
the  word  may  as  the  word  shaU.  Thus,  on  the  14  Car.  2, 
c.  12,  which  enacts  that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
may  make  a  rate  to  reimburse  the  constables,  the  Court  held 
that  they  were  compellable  t6  do  so  {a).  So,  on  the  23 
(a)  Rex  el  Regina  v.  Barlw,  9  Salk.  609. 
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1838.         Hen,  6,  which  enacts  that  the  sheriff  may  take  bail^  the  con- 

J^^^      siruction  has  been  that  he  shall  do  this:  Bac.  Abr.  Sta- 
Tho  Queen  r  v     rr.i  •      i        •  i      i.  •      «  ww^, 

V,  tutes  (1.)    This  doctrine  was  approved  of  in  Rex  v.  The 

«cc  "of *"*'  Commissioners  of  Flockwold  Inclosure  (a) ;  and  in  a  case  in 
St.  Saviour's,  this  Court  against  the  commissioners  of  a  metropolitan 
i  WARR.  pQyjpg  n^f^  where  a  discretion  was  given  them  as  to  lighting 
certain  streets  or  not,  the  Court  was  divided  whether,  even 
with  this  discretionary  clause,  they  were  not  compellable  to 
do  so.  But  there  was  no  doubt  expressed  that  they  would 
have  been  compellable  but  for  this  clause.  So,  oii  the 
8  &  9  Will.  3,  which  directs  that  breaches  may  be  assigned 
or  suggested,  the  Courts  have  held  the  statute  to  be  com- 
pulsory. What  is  there  to  distinguish  the  present  case  from 
the  Case  of  the  Constables  in  Salkeld(b)l  The  object  of  the 
act  of  Car.  2  was  to  relieve  the  inhabitants  of  St.  Saviour's 
from  the  payment  of  tithes,  and  in  lieu  thereof  to  impose 
upon  them  the  burden  of  paying  the  stipends  and  of  repair- 
ing their  church.  A  public  duty  therefore  is  enjoined  them, 
which  this  Court  will  enforce. 

Hindmarsh,  contr^,  for  the  wardens.  The  writ  in  this 
case  is  misdirected,  for  under  these  acts  the  wardens  and 
overseers,  with  six  or  more  of  the  inhabitants,  bad  power  to 
make  the  rate  alone.  They  had  so  clearly  under  the  22  8c 
23  Car.  2 ;  and  although  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  Iv,  s.  3,  enacts 
that  the  rate  is  to  be  made  by  the  wardens,  overseers,  and 
other  inhabitants  of  the  parish  in  vestry  assembled,  the 
word  ''  inhabitants"  there  cannot  mean  the  inhabitants  at 
large,  but  must  mean  the  inhabitants  spoken  of  in  the  22  & 
23  Car.  2.  If  it  means  the  inhabitants  at  large,  the  insertion 
of  the  words  "  wardens  and  overseers"  would  be  idle  and 
unnecessary :  following  those  words,  the  meaning  must  be 
restricted  to  a  smaller  class,  according  to  the  decision  of 
this  Court  in  Sandiman  v.  Breach  (c),  and  Kitchen  v. 
Shaw  (rf). 

(a)  «  Chit.  Rep.  253.  (c)  7  B.  &  C.  96. 

(6)  Hex  ft  Regina  v.  Barlow,  (d)  1  N.  &  P.  791, 

2  Salk.  609. 
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Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  for  the  inhabitants.     It  is  not        i838. 
disputed  that  the  chaplains'  stipends  ought  to  be  paid,  and      v^^/^^«^ 
the  church  repaired ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  war-  ,,. 

dens,  having  sufficient  funds  for  that  purpose,  are  not  liable,  The  Wardens, 
and  whether  these  acts  contemplate  more  than  a  rate  in  aid  St.SaviourV, 
of  the  wardens'  primary  liability.     The  wardens   having   Southwark. 
divers  large  estates  by  the  bounty  of  the  legislature  and  of 
former  sovereigns,  are  bound,  by  their  express  covenant  in 
the  letters-patent  of  Jac,  1,  to  bear  these  charges.     [Lord 
Denman  C.J.  Are  there  not  sufficient  facts  stated  on  this 
return  to  enable  the  prosecutor  to  traverse  them  7      Sir  F, 
Pollock.  They  do  not  state  any  facts  which  shew  that  there 
is  a  fund  applicable  to  those  purposes ;  and,  secondly,  if 
there  be  such  a  fund,  the  acts  expressly  direct  that  the  pay- 
ments shall  be  in  lieu  of  the  payments  made  out  of  it.] 
Undoubtedly  sufficient  facts  are  shewn  on  the  return ;  but 
first  of  all  it  is  contended  that  the  writ  is  bad.     It  does  not 
appear  by  the  writ  that  the  wardens  had  no  funds  in  hand 
out  of  which  to  pay  these  salaries :  they  might  have  had 
sufficient  funds  out  of  a  former  rate.     There  has  not  there- 
fore been  a  sufficient  refusal :  Rex  v.  The  Margate  Pier 
Company  {a).     Again,  the  mandamus  should  have  been  to 
the  wardens  to  pay  the  money,  and  not  to  make  a  rate.     It 
appears  by  the  writ,  and  by  the  22  &  23  Car.  2,  and  the 
56  Geo*  3,  which  are  public  acts,  that  the  wardens  had  a 
revenue  from  the  rectory  besides  the   tithes,  which  were 
given  up.     By  the  preamble  of  the  latter  act,  it  is  stated 
that  the  revenue  of  the  wardens  arising  out  of  the  rectory, 
and  the  rate  they  were  enabled  to  raise  by  rate  under  22  8c 
23  Car.  2,  was  insufficient,  &c.,  and  then  proceeds  to  give 
powers  to  raise  an  additional  rate.     But  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  that  that  revenue  may  not  have  greatly  increased,  and 
be  quite  sufficient  now  without  a  rate ;  and  it  is  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  writ  that  the  wardens  may  have  5000/.  in 
hand,  arising  out  of  their  rectory,  at  the  moment  of  the  vivii 
going.     That  being  so,  as  they  are  bound  by  their  covenant 

(a)  3  6i  &  Aid.  S90. 
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1838.        ID  the  letters-patent,  Henley  v.  The  Mayor  of  Lyme  Reghia), 
The  Queen    *°^  ™*^  ^*^®  sufficient  funds  to  meet  the  charges,  there  is 
V,  no  ground  for  casting  the  liability  elsewhere.     All  that  the 

^'^^i^'of^"*'  acta  say  is,  that  the  wardens  ihall  pay  the  salaries,  and  ap- 
St.  Saviour's,  propriate  the  residue  to  church  repairs.  It  is  clear  thai  this 
enactment  was  meant  to  be  auxiliary  in  the  one  instance  to 
the  liability  of  the  wardens,  and  in  the  other  to  the  usual 
fund  for  repairing  a  church.  If  the  church  requires  repair 
in  this  parish,  a  church-rate  may  be  made  in  the  usual  way. 
It  is  not  contended  that  this  case  comes  within  Rex  ▼•  St. 
Peter's,  Thetford  (6),  or  that  if  a  sUtute  enacts  that  a 
church-rate  shall  be  made,  that  this  Court  will  not  enforce 
the  enactment;  but  it  is  submitted  this  clause  was  not 
intended  to  be  compulsory.  As  to  the  provision  for  the 
payments  to  be  made  by  the  wardens,  being  in  lieu  of  what 
the  chaplains  were  to  receive  under  the  letters-patent  of 
JameSf  that  enactment  was  only  to  prevent  any  claim  for 
the  salaries  being  made  twice.  The  writ  therefore  is  de- 
fective, in  not  shewing  that  there  were  no  funds  in  the  kanda 
of  the  wardens. 

But  if  it  does  not  appear  clearly  on  the  face  of  the  writ 
that  the  wardens  are  liable,  and  have  sufficient  funds, 
these  facts  are  broadly  stated  on  the  face  of  the  return. 
Their  liability  is  charged  in  direct  terms,  and  they  are  said 
to  have  a  yearly  revenue  of  1000/.  and  upwards.  If  these 
allegations  are  false,  they  should  be  traversed.  It  is  ob- 
jected that  the  return  does  not  aver  that  the  wardens  have 
sufficient  funds  in  their  hands  now ;  but  that  is  a  fact  en- 
tirely out  of  the  knowledge  of  the  inhabitants.  The  return 
of  the  wardens  must  convince  the  Court  that  they  have  suf- 
ficient funds ;  for  tlie  only  reason  they  give  for  refusing  to 
pay  the  rate  is,  merely  that  they  had  no  funds  iu  band  as^ 
sensed  under  the  two  acts,  or  either  of  them,  or  otherwise 
howsoever.  How  then  can  the  Court,  since  the  fact  of 
there  being  funds  in  the  wardens'  hands  is  admitted,  and 

{n)  5  Bing.  91,  conlirmecl  on  in  the  House  of  Lords,  1  Scott, 
error  in  K.  B.,  3  B.  &  Ad.  77,  ai>d      891 ;  S.  C.  1  Bing.  N.  C.  ?«2, 

(6)  5  T.  R.  364. 
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their  legal  liability  thereupon  is  indisputable,  according  to         1838. 
IJealey  v.  The  Mayor  of  Lyme  Regi8{a),  quash  this  return  ?    J^l^^ 
The  cases  cited  to  shew  the  Court  will  read  may  as  musif  v. 

when  the  policy  of  the  law  requires  it,  are  fully  admitted ;  ^®^"^^"'' 
but  it  is  urged  that  the  whole  context  and  spirit  of  the  acts  St. Saviour's, 
shew,  that  the  rate  in  question  was  only  to  be  one  in  aid  of  Southward. 
a  primary  fund.     It  must  be  conceded  that  some  discretion 
is  given  to  the  inhabitants  as  to  the  amount  of  a  rate:  they 
cannot  be  compelled  always  to  make  a  shilling  rate.    Then 
what  can  determine  the  amount  of  the  rate  to  be  made,  ex- 
cept the  extent  of  the  primary  fund  ? 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  in  reply.  It  does  not  at  all  appear  that 
there  is  any  primary  fund ;  and  if  there  were,  it  would  not 
prevent  this  writ  issuing.  The  inhabitants  can  always 
inform  themselves  of  what  funds  are  in  the  wardens'  posses- 
sion ;  for  sect.  5  of  56  Geo.  3  provides  that  the  wardens 
shall  every  year  give  an  account  to  two  justices  of  the  mo- 
nies expended  by  them,  and  of  the  application  of  all  funds 
received  by  them.  If  the  inhabitants  had  made  a  rate  to 
defray  the  stipends,  then  their  return  as  to  the  wardens'  lia- 
bility, and  the  Attorney-General's  argument,  would  have 
been  probaUy  good  f  for  as  only  the  residue  of  such  rate  is 
to  be  applied  to  the  church  repairs,  it  would  be  difficult  to 
devise  a  mode  for  increasing  the  residue:  but  as  to  the 
stipends  to  the  chaplains  and  the  schoolmaster,  the  legisla- 
ture has  expressly  provided  this  fund,  raised  by  rate,  for 
them.  [Coleridge  J.  Your  argument  is,  that  though  there 
may  be  a  primary  fund,  the  chaplains  have  a  right  to  be 
paid  out  of  a  rate  to  be  raised  for  the  purpose ;  but  if  so, 
how  is  that  primary  fund  to  be  applied?]  There  may  be  a 
difficulty  in  answering  that  question;  probably  an  act  of 
parliament  might  be  required.  But  the  legislature,  as  if  to 
guard  against  such  difiiculties,  have  expressly  provided  that 
the  wardens  shall  pay  these  stipends  quarterly  out  of  the 
rate.    Sect.  5,  of  66  Geo.  3,  c.  Iv.,  therefore  is  relied  upouf 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  77;  1  Scott,  77;  1  Bing.  N.  C.  222* 
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1838.         The  words  there  are  as  compulsory  as  words   can  be — 

Tlie  Queen    "  '^^  wardens  shall  pay  J*  &c. — and  the  payments  so  made 

V*  shall  be  in  lieu  of  all  monies  respectively  payable  to  them 

&c.  of     '  under  the  said  letters-patent.    Two  objections  are  relied 

St.  Saviour's,  upon  for  the  inhabitants ;  first,  that  the  writ  is  bad,  in  not 

shewmg  that  the  wardens  had  no  funds ;  secondly*  that  the 

return  is  a  good  one.     Undoubtedly,  if  the  opinion  of  the 

Court  is  in  favour  of  the  return,  it  would  be  more  desirable 

for  the  prosecutor  to  have  the  writ  quashed,  than  to  have 

the  return  allowed  a  good  one.     In  the  former  case  a  new 

writ  might  be  brought ;  but  if  the  return  is  a  good  one, 

then  the  statutes  are  wholly  useless.  But  it  is  submitted  that 

a  sufficient  refusal  and  denial  of  means  by  the  wardens  is 

shewn  on  the  face  of  the  writ. 

The  proposition  contended  for  by  the  wardens,  that  they 
alone  have  the  power  to  make  the  rate,  cannot  be  main- 
tained.   [The  Court  intimated  he  need  not  trouble  himself 

upon  this  point.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult* 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  a3  follows  : — 

This  was  a  mandamus,  which  had  issued  at  the  prayer  of 
the  two  chaplains,  schoolmaster  and  usher  of  St.  Saviour's, 
Southwark,  commanding  the  defendants  to  make  a  rate  for 
the  payment  of  certain  salaries,  to  which  they  claimed  to  be 
entitled  under  the  22  &  23  Car.  2,  and  56  Geo.  3,  c.  Iv. 
Two  returns  were  made;  and  upon  the  argument  it  was 
conceded,  that  if  the  mandamus  were  properly  directed,  and 
if  the  rate  spoken  of  in  those  acts  were  the  primary  fund 
for  the  payment  of  the  salaries  in  question,  then  the  writ 
was  good,  and  the  returns  insufficient,  and  that  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus,  if  necessary,  ought  to  issue ;  the  Attorney* 
General,  for  the  inhabitants,  properly  conceding  that  these 
salaries  ought  to  be  paid.  We  had  no  doubt  upon  the  argu- 
ment that  the  mandamus  was  properly  directed ;  and  upon 
consideration,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  primary  fund,  to 
which  the  chaplains,  schoolmaster  and  usher  are  by  law  to 
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look  for  their  salaries,  is  a  rate  to  be  made  annually  under  the         1838. 
provision  of  the  36  Geo,  3,  c.  Iv.  s.  5,  without  reference  to    «,^^X^^ 
arrears,  if  any,  of  any  former  rate,  or  to  any  other  fund  in  9. 

the  hands  of  the  churchwardens.     It  is  not  necessary,  for        ^J^^*"*' 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  to  inquire  into  the  history  of  this  St.  Saviour's, 
parish  earlier  than  the  reign  of  James  1 ;  for  there  is  no  evi*       uthwabk. 
dence  whatever,  on  the  face  of  the  mandamus  or  return,  or 
to  be  collected  from  the  two  statutes  above  mentioned,  that 
there  exist  any  funds  appropriated  at  any  earlier  period  to 
the  purposes  now  in  question.    It  appears  that  the  monarch 
last  named,  by  his  letters-patent,  granted  the  rectory  and 
parsonage  impropriate  to  certain  persons  and  their  heirs,  in 
trust  for  the  churchwardens  and  their  successors,  enjoining 
them,  oui  of  (he  revenue  thereof,  to  find  and  maintain  two 
preaching  chaplains,  and  a  schoolmaster  and  usher,  and  to 
pay  the  two  former  60/.  and  the  two  latter  SO/,  per  annum. 
The  revenue  of  the  rectory  was  therefore  the  original  fund 
for  the  payment  of  these  stipends ;    but  in  the  22  &  23 
Charles  2,  an  act  passed  on  account  of  the  inability  of  pro- 
viding for  these  stipends  and  the  repairs  of  the  parish  church 
out  of  this  fund.     This  act  therefore  exonerated  the  pa- 
rishioners from  all  tithes ;  thereby,  in  great  measure,  drying 
up  that  original  source,  and  in  consideration  thereof  sub- 
stituting a  rate,  which  it  empowered  the  wardens  and  over- 
seers, calling  together  six  inhabitants  with  a  certain  qualifi- 
cation mentioned,  to  make  and  settle  yearly,  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  a  sum  not  exceeding  350/.     It  then  directs  the 
wardens  to  pay  each  of  the  chaplains  the  yearly  sum  of 
100/.,  the  schoolmaster  20/.,  and  the  usher  10/.,  which  said 
several  sums  (it  declares)  so  to  be  paid  to  them  respectively 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  in  lieu  of  all  monies  respectively  pay- 
able by  virtue  of  the  said  letters-patent.     It  is  clear,  under 
this  provision,  that  without  reference  to  the  tithes,  which 
were  extinguished,  or  to  any  other  source  of  income  deri- 
vable under  the  letters-patent  of  king  James,  the  chaplains 
were  thenceforth  entitled  to  receive  the  sums  specified,  pri- 
marily, from  a  rate,  which  rate  must  be  raised  annually,  be* 
cause  no  arrears  were  to  accumulate  in  the  hands  of  the 
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1838.        wardens— all  the  residue  beyond  the  amount  of  the  salaries 
f^^^^C^      being  appropriated,  by  the  same  clause,  to  the  repairs  of 

V.  the  church. 

^^&c  *(^*"*'  lu  this  state  things  continued  till  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  W . 
St.  Saviour's,  when  an  act  passed,  which, — after  reciting  the  former  enact- 
SovTvwARK.   ^^^^^  ^^j  ^1^^  jj^^^  jl^^  ^^^^  allowed  to  be  raised  by  it,  and 

ike  revenue  of  the  rectory  under  the  management  of  the 
wardens,  were  inadequate  to  the  repairing  of  the  church, 
and  increasing  the  stipends  paid  to  the  chaplains,  **  which 
are  now  inadequate  and  ought  to  be  increased,"  and  that  it 
was  expedient  to  give  power  for  raising  additional  rates  for 
those  purposes, — repealed  so  much  of  the  said  act  as  respects 
the  amount  of  the  sum  to  be  raised  by  rate. 

It  was  contended,  upon  this  recital,  that  it  disclosed  a 
revenue  of  the  rectory  still  existing  under  the  management 
of  the  wardens,  though  the  tithes  were  extinct,  and  that 
the  proceeds  of  this  revenue  ought  to  be  accounted  for  and 
exhausted  before  any  rate  was  raised.  This  recital  is,  no 
doubt,  evidence  of  the  existence  of  a  revenue;  but  that 
seems  to  us  immaterial — for  the  chaplains,  schoolmaster 
and  usher,  have  no  claim  upon  it,  whatever  may  be  its 
amount, — to  what  purposes  it  is  to  be  applied,  beyond  the 
repairs  of  the  church,  or  what  is  its  amount,  we  are  not  now 
called  upon  to  examine.  Such  an  inquiry,  if  thought  de- 
sirable, may  be  instituted  elsewhere,  and  at  another  time, 
but  it  is  foreign  to  the  present  discussion.  The  3rd  section 
then  provides  for  an  annual  rate,  to  be  made  by  the  wardens, 
overseers  and  other  inhabitants  in  vestry  assembled,  not  ex- 
ceeding one  shilling  in  the  pound;  and,  lastly,  the  5th 
section  enacts,  that  the  sums  so  raised  shall  be  thus  applied, 
that  is  to  say,  the  wardens  shall,  by  equal  quarterly  pay- 
raents,  pay  yearly  for  ever  300/.  to  each  of  the  chaplains, 
20l.  to  the  schoolmaster,  and  10/.  to  the  itsber,  which  sums 
shall  be  in  lieu  of  all  the  monies  to  them  reapectrrely 
payable  by  virtue  of  the  said  )etter»-patent ;  the  residue  to 
be  appKed  to  the  church  repairs  and  other  purposes  men- 
lioned  in  the  act. 

AH  the  same  remarks  apply  to  this  pronsion  wUcb  wa 
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have  made  on  the  correspondent  provision  in  the  statute  of        18S8. 
Charles  2.     It  is  obvious  that  the  chaplains  are  to  be  paid    ^^^^^ 
wholly  out  of  the  rate;  that  they  have  been  deprived  of  «. 

their  claim  upon  any  other  source  of  revenue ;  and  that  ^"®  &  *  f  °^' 
from  year  to  year,  whatever  money  may  be  in  the  hands  of  St.  Saviour'^, 
the  wardens,  a  rate  is  to  be  made  for  this  purpose.  As 
therefore  they  have  not  been  paid,  and  as  no  rate  has  been 
made,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  authorities  named  in  the  act, 
to  whom  the  writ  has  been  directed,  to  proceed  forthwith 
to  impose  and  collect  the  rate,  and  pay  the  salaries  specified 
in  the  statute.  Upon  these  grounds  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  mandamus  is  good,  and  that  the  returns  made  to  it  ought 

to  be  quashed. 

Returns  quashed. 

Writ  of  peremptory  mandamus  to  issue. 


Prince  v.  Samo.  Monday, 

January  29 M. 
1  RESPASS  for  a  malicious  arrest.    Plea,  not  guilty.    At  when  a  state- 

the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  at  Guildhall,  at  the  ™«t  "lade  by 

'a  party  to  a 

sittings  after  Trinity  term  1 836,  it  appeared  that  the  de-  suit  ia  giving 
fendant  had  arrested  the  plaintiff  for  CO/-,  which  the  plain-  forn,e"*^t^rial  * 
tiff  contended  had  been  given,  and  not  lent  to  him  by  the  has  been  got 

I    r        1  1   •  •  ^  I  I        •  r  J    O"'  *"  cross* 

defendant,  and  m  an  action  for  the  amount,  the  jury  tound  examination, 

that  it  was  a  gift.     The  plaintiff  afterwards  indicted  a  per-  ^^}\  »o  '""^.*' 

,  ^  .  .  .of  the  remain- 

sou  named  Lezcis,  who  had  been  a  witness  iu  the  action  der  of  the  evi- 

against  him  for  perjury.    On  the  trial  of  the  present  action,  ^®^^^  '^"^^^ 

a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  was  asked,  in  cross-examination,  given  on  re- 

if  he  had  not  heard  the  plaintiff  say,  in  giving  evidence  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^ 

against  Lewis  on  the  indictment,  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  qualify  or  ex- 

been  msolvent  six  times,  and  that  be  had  been  remaDoed.  statement 

On  re-examination  it  was  proposed  to  ask  the  witness  if  the  made  on  cross- 

.     .  "^     "^ .  examination. 

plaintiff  did  not  also  state  on  his  examination  that  the  mo- 
ney received  by  the  plaintiff  was  a  gift,  and  not  a  loan. 
This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant, and  ruled  to  be  inadmissible  by  the  Chief  Justice. 
Tlie  verdict  passed  for  the  defendant. 
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1838.  Sir  F.  Pollock,  in  the  ensuing  Michaelmas  term,  having 

^^^^'^^      obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  an  im- 

V.  proper  exclusion  of  evidence, 

Samo. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleit  and  Chand/ess  shewed  cause  in  Mi- 
chaelmas term  last  (a).  The  question  proposed  to  be 
asked  in  re-examination  was  inadmissible,  because  it  in  no 
way  related  to  the  question  asked  in  cross-examination. 
The  rule  of  law  is,  that  all  that  is  said  by  a  party  to  a  suit 
is  admissible  in  evidence  against  him,  and  all  that  is  said  by 
him  in  the  same  conversation  having  a  tendency  to  explain 
his  previous  statement,  is  evidence  for  him.  The  proper 
object  of  re-examination  is,  to  bring  out  the  true  nature 
of  the  evidence  already  given,  not  to  let  in  statements  of 
matters  not  alluded  to  on  cross-examination.  [Palieson  J. 
In  the  Queen's  case  (b),  Abbott  C.  J.  thought  that  there 
was  a  distinction  as  to  what  had  been  said  by  a  party  to 
a  suit,  and  that  in  that  case  the  whole  of  the  conversation 
might  be  given,  and  not  only  so  much  as  might  explain 
or  qualify  the  matter  introduced  upon  the  previous  exami- 
nation, but  even  matter  not  properly  connected  with  the 
part  introduced  upon  the  previous  examination,  provided 
only  that  it  relate  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit.]  That 
arose  in  answer  to  questions  relating  to  the  conversation 
of  a  witness  previous  to  a  trial,  and  the  distinction  drawn 
by  Abbott  C.  J.  obviously  relates  only  to  the  opportunity 
that  ought  to  be  given  to  a  party  to  a  suit  to  explain  in 
what  manner  he  made  the  admissions  relied  on.  When  it  is 
stated  that  the  whole  of  what  is  said  by  a  party  in  a  conver- 
sation  may  be  given,  there  is  a  fallacy  contained  in  the 
word  ''  conversation."  All  that  is  said  in  a  conversa- 
tion relative  to  the  matter  in  question  may  be  given ;  but 
all  that  passed  at  one  interview,  at  which  numerous  subjects 
may  be  discussed,  cannot  be  given.  The  statements  of 
the  plaintiff  in  the  indictment  as  to  the  loan  are  totally  un- 
connected with  the  evidence  given  by  him  as  to  his  dis- 

(o)  November  Stst,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Failezon,  William 
and  CoUrid£€,  Js,  (6)  3  B.  &  B.  297. 
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charge  under  the  insolvent  debtors'  acts.  Sesi  J.,  who  was 
for  admitting  the  evidence  in  all  cases,  whether  of  a  party 
or  of  a  witness,  merely  puts  it  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
due  to  the  witness,  that  if  one  part  of  his  conversation  is 
used  to  disparage  his  character,  the  whole  of  what  passed 
ought  to  be  admitted  on  re-examination  (a).  But  that  stands 
on  the  principle  of  its  being  an  explanation  of  what  had 
gone  before.  It  is  clear  that  the  evidence  sought  to  be 
given  here  was  quite  unconnected  with  the  evidence  as  to 
the  Insolvent  Court.  There  is  no  analogy  between  a  vivft 
voce  evidence  and  a  written  document ;  the  rule  of  the  law 
as  to  the  latter  is,  that  it  is  its  own  witness,  which  cannot 
apply  to  a  conversation. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Ball,  contr^.  The  question  sought 
to  be  put  was  of  importance  to  explain  the  previous  evi- 
dence, but  if  not,  it  was  admissible  as  relating  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  suit,  [Lord  Denmau  C.  J.  It  was 
assumed  at  the  trial  that  the  question  was  not  of  import- 
ance to  explain,  you  must  therefore  confine  yourself  to  the 
second  point.]  The  distinction  taken  between  written  and 
oral  testimony  is  false,  and  stands  on  no  foundation.  Per- 
haps in  principle  only  so  much  of  a  written  document  should 
be  read  as  tends  to  explain  matter  previously  given,  but  the 
rule  of  law  is  otherwise,  and  if  a  bill  in  Chancery  be  put  in 
merely  for  a  date,  or  a  letter  be  referred  to,  the  whole  must 
be  read;  Lynch  v.  Gierke  {b),  Earl  of  Bath  v.  Bathersea  (c). 
In  1  Phillips  Ev.  102,  6th  edit,  it  is  laid  down  that  the 
whole  of  an  admission  must  be  taken  together;  'Uhus  if  a 
party,  making  an  admission  against  his  own  interest,  refers  to 
a  written  paper,  without  which  the  admission  is  not  com- 
plete, the  contents  of  the  paper  ought  to  be  shewn.*'  In 
Thomson  y.  Austen  {d),  Abbott  C.J.  pointed  out  the  danger 
of  admitting  a  portion  only  of  a  conversation  in  evidence. 


Cur»  adv,  vult. 


(<i)  See  the  arguments  of  the      (6)  3  Salk.  154. 
Judges,  2  Hans.  Pari.  Deb.  New      (c)  5  Mod.  9. 
Series,  1303.  {d)  2  D.  &  R.  358. 
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1838.  Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 

of  the  Court.  This  was  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest, 
on  a  false  suggestion  that  money  was  lent  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  when  it  had  been  in  fact  given.  The  plaintiff 
called  his  attorney  as  a  witness :  be  happened  to  have  been 
present  at  the  trial  of  a  prosecution  for  perjury  instituted 
by  the  plaintiff  against  a  witness  in  the  action  wherein  he 
had  been  arrested.  The  defendant's  counsel  inquired  of 
him  in  cross-examination  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not,  on 
the  trial  for  perjury,  stated  that  he  himself  had  been  insol- 
vent repeatedly,  and  remanded  by  the  Court.  This  ques- 
tion  was  not  objected  to.  On  his  re-examination  the  same 
witness  was  asked  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not  also  on  that 
occasion  given  an  account  of  the  circumstances  out  of 
which  the  arrest  had  arisen,  and  what  that  account  was, 
— for  the  purpose  of  laying  before  the  jury  proof  that  the 
arrest  was  without  cause  or  malicious,  of  both  which  facts 
there  was  scarcely  any,  if  any,  evidence  whatever. 

The  question,  expressly  confined  to  that  purpose,  was, 
whether  the  plaintiff  did  not  say,  in  the  course  of  his  exami- 
nation, that  the  money  was  given  and  not  lent.  To  this 
question  the  defendant's  counsel  objected,  not  on  account 
of  its  leading  form,  but  because  the  defendant  having 
proved  one  detached  expression,  that  fell  from  the  plaintiff 
when  a  witness,  does  not  make  the  whole  of  what  he  then 
said  evidence  in  his  own  favour. 

My  opinion  was,  that  the  witness  might  be  asked  as  to 
every  thing  said  by  the  plaintiff,  when  he  appeared  on  the 
trial  of  the  indictment,  that  could  in  any  way  qualify  or 
explain  the  statement  as  to  which  he  had  been  cross- 
examined,  but  that  he  had  no  right  to  add  any  independent 
history  of  transactions  wholly  unconnected  with  it. 

That  a  witness's  statement  of  some  one  thing  said  by  him, 
though  drawn  out  by  a  cross-examination,  does  not  permit 
the  opposite  party  to  add  to  it  all  that  he  may  have  uttered 
on  the  same  occasion,  was  in  effect  decided  by  seven  out 
of  eight  judges,  whose  opinion  was  taken  by  the  House  of 
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Lords  in  the  progress  of  the  bill  of  pains  and  penalties 
against  her  Majesty  Queen  Caroline,  Lord  Tenterden,  in 
delivering  that  opinion^  said,  ''  I  think  the  counsel  has  a 
right,  on  re-examination,  to  ask  all  questions  which  may  be 
proper  to  draw  forth  an  explanation  of  the  sense  and  mean- 
ing of  the  expressions  used  by  the  witness  on  cross-exami- 
nation, if  they  be  in  themselves  doubtful,  and  also  of  the 
motive  by  which  the  witness  was  induced  to  use  those 
expressions ;  but  I  think  he  has  no  right  to  go  further,  and 
to  introduce  new  matters  not  suited  to  the  purpose  of  ex« 
plaining  either  the  expressions  or  the  motives  of  the  wit- 
ness {ay  And  as  many  things  may  pass  in  one  and  the  same 
conversation  which  do  not  relate  to  either,  the  learned  Chief 
Justice  declared  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  that  the  witness 
could  not  be  re-examined  even  to  the  extent  of  all  that 
might  have  passed  relating  to  his  becoming  a  witness,  to 
which  the  statement  proved  had  reference. 

Lord  Wynford,  it  is  true  (then  Mr.  Justice  Best)  dis- 
sented from  this  doctrine,  and  thought  that  the  whole  matter 
that  passed  in  the  same  conversation  was  made  admissible 
by  the  adversary's  introduction  of  any  part.     But  he  rested 
bis  dissent  on  the  propriety  of  giving  a  witness  a  full  oppor- 
tunity of  self-vindication,  which,  in  truth,  the  opinion  of  the 
seven  judges  already  secured  for  him;  and  he  also  lamented 
that  the  prevailing  rules  of  evidence  were  too  narrow,  and 
thus  proved  that  he  rather  thought  it  a  good  opportunity 
to  extend  them,  than  that  he  was  contented  to  abide  by 
them.    Lords  Eldon  and  Redesdale  are  also  reported  in  the 
Parliamentary  Debates  {a)  to  have  intimated  their  disagree- 
ment from  the  opinion  of  the  seven  judges.     They,  how« 
ever,  acted  upon  it ;  and  the  extreme  caution  with  which 
the  former  learned  lord  framed  and  often  remodelled  the 
question  to  be  proposed  to  the  judges,  can  hardly  be  recon- 
ciled with  the  doctrine,  that  the  whole  of  what  passed  at  the 
conversation  referred  to  was  for  that  reason  admissible. 

Upon  the  whole  we  think  it  must  be  taken  as  settled,  that 
proof  of  a  detached  statement  made  by  a  witness  at  a  former 
(a)  8  Hans.  Pari.  Deb.  New  Ser.  1307. 
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1838.  time  does  Dot  authorise  proofs  by  the  party  calling  that 
witness,  of  all  that  he  said  at  the  same  time,  but  only  of  so 
much  as  can  be  in  some  way  connected  with  the  statement 
proTed. 

But  in  the  present  case  the  statement  did  not  proceed 
from  a  witness,  but  from  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  the  opinion 
delivered  by  Lord  Tenierden  is  not  only  con6ned  to  the 
former  case,  but  is  expressly  said  by  him  not  to  apply  in  the 
latter.  His  language  is  accurately  cited  by  Mr.  Siarkie(a), 
from  2  B.  &  B.  297,  ''  when  a  witness  has  been  cross* 
examined  as  to  a  conversation  with  the  adverse  party,  the 
counsel  for  that  party  has  a  right  to  lay  before  the  Court 
the  whole  which  was  said  by  his  client  in  the  same  conver- 
sation; not  only  so  much  as  may  explain  or  qualify  the 
matter  introduced  by  the  previous  examination,  but  even 
matter  not  properly  connected  with  the  part  so  introduced, 
provided  only  that  it  relate  to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit."  The  reason  is  added,  "  because  it  would  not  be  just 
to  take  part  of  a  conversation  as  evidence  against  a  party 
without  giving  him  at  the  same  time  the  bene6t  of  the  entire 
residue  of  what  he  said  on  the  same  occasion." 

We  forbear  from  entering  into  a  detailed  examination  of 
the  doctrine  there  laid  down.  We  have  considered  it  re- 
peatedly with  the  utmost  care,  and  with  all  the  diffidence 
inspired  by  such  an  authority,  but  we  cannot  assent  to  it. 
We  will  merely  observe,  that  it  was  not  introduced  as  an 
answer  to  any  question  proposed  by  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  may  therefore  be  strictly  regarded  as  extra-judicial,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  as  a  reason  for  the  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion that  was  proposed ;  that  it  was  not  in  terms  adopted 
by  Lord  Eldon  or  any  of  the  other  judges  who  concurred; 
that  it  was  expressly  denied  by  Lords  Redesdale  and  TFyn- 
ford\  and  that  it  does  not  rest  on  any  previous  authority. 
We  ought  to  add,  that  in  our  opinion  the  reason  of  the  thing 
would  rather  go  to  exclude  the  statements  of  a  party 
making  declarations  which  cannot  be  disinterested.     No- 

(/)  1  Stark.  Ev.  180. 
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thing  would  be  more  easy  than  to  find  or  imagine  examples  1838. 
of  the  extreme  injustice  that  might  result  from  allowing 
such  statements  to  be  received ;  but  none  can  be  stronger 
than  the  actual  case.  Because  the  plaintiff  was  shewn  to 
have  said  that  he  was  insolvent,  he  would  have  been  allowed, 
without  any  reference  to  his  own  insolvency,  to  prove,  by 
his  discourse  at  the  same  period,  every  averment  in  his  de- 
claration, with  every  circumstance  likely  to  excite  prejudice 
and  odium  against  the  defendant;  and  if  this  were  evidence 
the  jury  would  be  bound  to  consider,  and  might  give  full 
effect  to  it  J  and  thus  award  large  damages  for  an  injury,  of 
which  no  particle  of  proof  could  be  found  but  the  plaintiff's 
own  assertion. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  this  line  was  correctly  drawn  at 
the  trial,  and  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged, 


The  Qu££N  V.  The  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Leeds.        Tuesday, 
*o  ,    ,  .  .  .  January  30M. 

OlR  W.  W.  FOLLETT  applied  tor  a  rule  nisi  for  a  man-  Previous  to  the 
damns  to  be  directed  to  the  mayor  and  common  councilmen  annual  elec- 
of  Leeds,  commanding  them  to  admit  Mr.  Charles  Wood  to  ciilors  in  No« 

the  office  and  place  of  a  councillor  for  the  North  Ward  of  ^'^™*'*''»  J" ,. 
'^  a  borough  dj- 

the  borough  of  Leeds.     The  affidavit  stated  that  Leeds  was  vided  into 

a  borough  divided  into  twelve  wards,  one  of  which  was  roayorpublish- 

called  the  North   Ward;  the  North  Ward  returned  three  edanoticepur- 

councillors :  that  the  term  of  office  of  Mr.  Dampton  Lup-  ^^^^  with  the 

ion,  one  of  the  councillors  for  the  North  Ward,  expired  on  concurrence  of 

*  the  aidernien 

the  1st  of  November,  1837.     Mr.  Brown,  who  was  elected  and  assessors, 

a  councillor  for  the  North  Ward  in  November,  183G,  became  JJ  ^}^^  ^^^^^ 

*  \  that  two  vn- 

bankrupt  in  the  following  June.     No  notice  was  given  by  cancies  were 

to  be  filled  up, 
one  in  the  room  of  A.B.,  going  out  by  rotation,  and  one  in  the  room  of  C^D*,  who  had 
been  declared  a  bankrupt.  The  council  had  not  declared  the  office  of  C.  D.  to  be  void, 
or  given  any  notice  thereof.  At  the  election  250  burgesses  voted  for  two  candidates 
jointly,  and  120  voted  for  a  third  singly.  Held,  that  the  votes  given  for  the  two  can- 
didates were  thrown  away,  and  that  the  third  candidate  to  whom  the  120  votes  were- 
giren  was  duly  elected. 

VOL.  HI.  L 
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1838.        the  town  council  or  by  the  town  clerk,  that  Mr.  BrowvCs 

^"^^^^^      office  had  become  vacant.     Previously  to  the  Ist  Novem- 

e  Queen    ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^y^^  mayor,  in  a  notice  purporting  to  be  made 

Majiorand     YfiXh  the  concurrence  of  the  aldermen  and  assessors  of  the 

Leeds.       different  wards,  published  a  placard  signed  by  himself  only, 

stating  the  situation  of  the  different  polling-booths  in  the 

different  wards.     This  notice  also  stated  that  there  were 

two     vacancies    for    councillors    in    the    North   Ward, 

On  the  day  of  election  a  large  majority  of  the  burgesses 

of  the  North  Ward  voted  for  two  councillors,  Mr.  Waiion 

and  Mr.  Whitehead,  jointly ;  about  one  hundred  and  twenty 

voted  for  Mr.  Wood  singly;  the  votes  were  given  by  means 

of  printed  papers,  and  those  voting  papers  which  were  given 

in  favour  of  Mr.  Watson  and  Mr.  Whitehead,  stated  simply 

that  the  voter  voted  for  those  two  persons. 

Sir  W.  W,  Follett  in  support  of  the  application  for  the  rule 
nisi.  In  this  case  there  was  only  one  vacancy  to  be  filled 
up,  for  when  a  town  councillor  becomes  disqualified  by  any 
of  the  modes  mentioned  in  sect.  ^2  of  the  Municipal  Act, 
his  office  must  be  declared  to  be  void  by  the  council,  and 
notice  must  be  given  thereof  under  the  hands  of  three  of 
the  council  before  a  new  election  can  take  place.  If  such 
declaration  had  been  made,  and  notice  given  in  the  present 
case,  a  question  might  have  arisen,  whether  the  extraordi- 
nary vacancy  should  be  filled  up  under  sect.  47,  at  the 
annual  election  of  councillors  in  November.  But  the  only 
notice  given  in  this  case,  of  an  extraordinary  vacancy,  was 
by  the  mayor,  who  is  wholly  unauthorized  so  to  do.  All 
the  votes,  therefore,  which  were  given  for  two  candidates 
were  thrown  away,  and  the  candidate  who  received  the 
single  votes  was  duly  elected  to  the  office  of  councillor. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  6.,  and  Baines,  shewed  cause  in  the 
first  instance  by  consent.  It  may  be  conceded  that  there 
was  only  one  vacancy  to  be  filled  up.  But  as  sections  32 
and  45  give  the  management  and  direction  of  elections  to 
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the  major  and  aldermen,  it  is  too  much  to  contend  that         1838. 
when  the  burgesses  follow  the  directions  published  by  the      /*^ 
major  with  the  concurrence  of  the  aldermen,  that  their  v. 

voles  should  be  entirely  thrown  awaj,  and  that  a  councillor  Corroratkm  of 
elected  by  a  small  minority  should  be  forced  upon  the  Lbbdi, 
borough.  The  consequence  of  the  mistake  made  by  the 
mayor  is,  that  there  was  a  void  election,  and  that  there 
must  be  a  new  one.  To  make  the  election  valid  for  the 
candidate  to  whom  the  minority  gave  their  votes,  the  objec- 
tion should  have  been  taken  prior  to  going  to  the  poll. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  (with  whom  was  Nevikf)  contri,  was 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  is  conceded  that  there  was 
only  one  vacancy  to  be  filled  up  in  this  borough,  and  it 
appears  that  about  250  burgesses  voted  for  two  candidates, 
and  120  for  Mr.  Wood  only.  It  is  clear  that  the  250  bur« 
gesses  threw  away  their  votes  entirely;  but  it  is  said,  that 
because  the  mistake  was  made  by  the  mayor,  to  whom  the 
burgesses  naturally  look  for  proper  instructions  as  to  their 
conduct  at  elections,  the  election  at  most  was  only  void. 
But  I  think  Mr.  Wood  has  been  duly  elected  ;  we  have  not 
to  inquire  whether  the  mistake  might  not  very  reasonably 
have  occurred,  but  whether  Mr.  Wood  did  not  receive  the 
majority  of  valid  votes. 

LiTTLEDALE  and  WiLUAMS  Js.  couciirred. 

*  Rule  absolute  (a), 
(a)  Coleridge  J.  was  sitting  in  the  Bail  Coart. 
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1838. 

Tuadoy.  The  QuEEN  V.  HlOHNS. 

January  SO/A. 

Sembk^tht  G.  HAYES,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  bad  obtained  a 

I^^nTc?"!*'  rule  Calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  an  in- 

election  for  a  formation  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  should  not  be 

deredineHg^"e  ^^^^  against  him  for  exercising  the  office  of  a  town  coun* 

by  the  express  ^iJlor  in  the  borough  of  Warwick. 

actofparlia-  By  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule   was  obtained,  it 

went,  111  con-     appeared  that  Warwick  is  divided  into  two  wards,  namely, 

tequcDce  of  '^*  . 

his  holding        St.  Mary's  and  St.  Nicholas'.     At  the  annual  election  in 

Inl.Uel^''    1S37  for  councillors  in  St.  Mary's  Ward,  four  councillors 

corporation,      were  to  be  elected,  and  the  election  was  held  on  November 

nway^uiiless      1st  before  the  mayor  and  the  assessors  of  the  ward.     At 

express  notice   ijjg  ^lose  of  the  poll,  the  mayor  and  assessors,  assisted  by 

of  the  inehgi-      ,  .     .  .    •       i  r 

bility  has  been  the  town  clerk,  and  m  the  presence  of  many  burgesses, 

given  to  the  ^^  proceeded  to  examine  the  following  papers,  and  the  town 
annual  election  clerk,  in  the  hearing  of  the  mayor  and  assessors,  announced 
i^fone'of^he     *!>«  *'««"'^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  &^^^  »^  ^^^  election  as  follows  :— 

wards  of  a 

borough  di-  James  Tibbiis, 341 

vided  into  two  t>j         i  r^                                                 «^^ 

wards,amajo-  Edward  Creates, 329 

fuy  of  votes  George  Calleit  Greenwau    •     .     .  327 

was  declared  *  -^ 

in  favour  of  Joseph  Phillips, 327 

IZ^'Z  Richard  Hiorns. 303 

Other  ward:  And  added,  that  the  first  four  were  duly  elected.     At 

No  notice  of     xhe  time  liie  election  took  place,  James  Tibbiis,  the  candi- 

ineligibilily  of 

this  candidate    date  who  Stood  nrst  on  the  poll,  was  one  of  the  assessors 

bun^h\*m^a*or'  for  the  Ward  of  St.  Nicholas,  to  which  office  he  had  been 

rejected  his       elected  in  the  previous  March.     But  it  was  sworn  in  the 

Jist^publTsheV  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule,  that  no  notice  was  given 

by  him,  pur-      to  any  voter,  at  any  time  previous  to  or  during  the  elec- 

suaiit  to  sect.       .        ,,    ,    ,  nv#»»-  •     i«   •■  i 

35  of  the  Mu-   ^lon,  that  James  I  ibbits  was  meligible ;  nor  was  any  allu- 

nicipal  Corpo-  gi^^  macje  to  his  ineligibility  on  the  ground  of  his  being 

and  inserted  assessor  of  St.  Nicholas  Ward,  nor  on  any  other  ground. 
the  name  of  a 

candidate  having  a  minority  of  votes,  wlio  accepted  the  office.  The  Court  granted  a 
quo  warranto  against  the  latter  candidate. 
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On  the  Sd  November,  a  list  of  the  councillors  elected  on  1838. 
the  previous  day,  bearing  the  mayor's  signature,  was  pub- 
lished, in  which  the  name  of  James  Tibbits  was  omitted, 
and  GreaveSf  Greenway,  Phillips,  and  the  defendant,  were  Hiorns. 
declared  to  have  been  elected  councillors  of  St.  Mary's 
Ward.  Mr.  Hiorns  afterwards  made  the  declaration  re- 
quired by  the  stalute,  and  acted  as  councillor. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  stated  the  fact  of  James  Tibbiis 
being  assessor  of  St.  Nicholas's  Ward,  and  that  deponents 
believed  that  it  was  well  known  throughout  the  borough 
that  Mr.  Tibbits  held  the  office,  and  that  he  was  acting  as 
assessor  in  the  Ward  of  St.  Nicholas  at  the  very  time  that 
tlie  election  was  taking  place  in  the  Ward  of  St.  Mary. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  and  Austin, 
now  shewed  cause.  By  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act, 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  sect.  d7i  councillors  are  declared  in- 
eligible to  be  or  to  be  elected  assessors.  And  by  the  7  Will.  4 
and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  1 3,  assessors  are  disqualified  from  being 
elected  councillors.  Under  the  last  enactment,  Mr.  Tibbits, 
as  an  assessor  of  St.  Nicholas's  Ward,  was  absolutely  ineli- 
gible. [Coleridge  J .  The  37th  section  of  the  first  act 
seems  only  to  apply  to  assessors  of  the  whole  borough. 
That  section  provides  for  the  election  of  auditors  and  as- 
sessors for  the  whole  borough,  and  disqualifies  councillors 
from  being  elected  "  such  assessors  as  aforesaid."  Here 
Mr.  Tibbits  was  only  a  ward  assessor.]  Section  43  trans- 
fers to  ward  assessors  all  the  provisions  of  the  act  which 
relate  to  assessors  of  the  whole  borough  where  there  are  no 
wards.  Tlie  disqualification  however  in  this  case  arises 
from  sect.  15  of  the  7  Will.  4  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  the  language 
of  which  is  general,  and  enacts  that  '^  no  burgess  shall  be 
eligible  to  be  elected  a  member  of  the  council  while  holding 
the  office  of  assessor."  Mr.  TiMiV^,  therefore,  being  an  as- 
sessor, was  ineligible ;  and  as  all  persons  must  be  taken  to 
be  cognisant  of  the  law,  this  enactment  was  a  parliamentary 
notice  to  the  electors  of  Tibbits^  ineligibility.    If  notice  had 
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183&  been  given  previous  to  or  during  the  election,  there  is  no 
doubt,  according  to  Rex  v.  Hawkini  {a\  which  was  con* 
firmed  in  the  House  of  Lords  {b),  that  all  votes  given  after 
HioRKi.  iiiQ  notice  would  have  been  thrown  away.  But  what  need 
could  there  be  of  notice  in  a  case  like  the  present  i  Mr. 
Tibbiis  was  a  public  officer  of  the  corporation,  which  fact 
must  have  been  known  to  the  voters,  and  he  was  rendered 
ineligible  by  an  express  parliamentary  declaration.  The 
words  of  the  act  creating  the  ineligibility  render  the  present 
case  unlike  any  other  case  of  disqualification,  for  they  de* 
clare  positively  that  the  assessor  shall  be  incapable  of  being 
elected. 

There  is  another  reason  why  notice  ought  not  to  be 
required  under  these  acts,  for  by  sect.  32,  the  voting  is  to 
be  by  delivering  in  papers  containing  the  names  of  the 
parties  for  whom  the  burgess  votes,  and  therefore  there 
is  not  the  same  opportunity  to  give  notice  as  when  the  vote 
is  delivered  vivA  voce. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  and  G.  Hayes,  contn^,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — When  a  disqualified  candidate 
comes  forward  at  a  municipal  election,  notice  ought  to  be 
given  that  he  is  not  eligible,  and  that  the  objection  to  his  eli- 
gibility is  intended  to  be  relied  upon  ;  otherwise  a  candidate 
might  step  in  at  the  tail  of  an  election  on  a  single  vote. 
The  point  arising  from  the  objection  made  by  Mr.  Justin^ 
that  no  opportunity  is  afforded  for  notice  in  the  peculiar 
mode  of  voting  pointed  out  by  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  is  novel,  and  deserves  consideration  hereafter,  but  in 
the  meantime  the  writ  must  go. 

LiTTLEDALE,  Williams,  and  Coleridge,  Js.  concurred^ 

Rule  absolute, 
(a)  10  Esit,  SI  i4  (6)  9  Dow,  124. 
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The  Queen  v.  Ricketts.  T^'^l 

Jan.  SOtn, 

jMA  ULEf  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  had  obtained  a  rule  Where  a  coun- 

nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  the  defendant,  (as  alderman  of  the  hal^been^w! 

ward)  commanding  him  to  proceed  to  the  election  of  a  town  punsed  from 

eounciilor  for  the  Ward  of  Bedminster,  in  the  city  of  Bristol,  Ju,  q"JJ^**a^ 

in  the  place  and  stead  of  Robert  Phippeu,  upon  notice  of  ranto  is  the 

the  rule  to  be  given  to  Mr.  Phippen.  to^try  his  title 

By  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  it  ap-  ^^  ^}^^  ^^^^' 

,         and  not  man- 
peared  that  Robert  Phippen  had  been  elected  a  councillor  damus  to  the 

for  Bedminster  Ward  in  1835,  and  that,  in  1837,  Mr.  Phip-  ^resh  de^c-"^ 
pen  having  refused  to  pay  a  poor's  rate,  his  name  was  ob-  tion. 
jected  to  at  the  revision  of  the  burgess  roll,  on  that  ground, 
and  struck  out.  Application  was  then  made  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  alderman  of  Bedminster  Ward,  to  proceed  to 
the  election  of  a  councillor  in  the  place  of  Mr.  Phippen^ 
who  had  become  disqualified  in  the  mode  described,  but  the 
defendant  refused  so  to  do. 

In  the  affidavits  filed  in  answer,  Mr.  Phippen  stated,  that 
be  had  been  elected  and  still  was  a  town  councillor  for  the 
Ward  of  Bedminster,  and  set  out  the  grounds  for  his  re- 
fusal to  pay  the  rate  in  question.  Mr.  Ricketts  stated  that 
be  bad  not  received  any  official  communication  that  any 
vacancy  had  occurred  in  the  said  ward,  or  that  Mr.  Phippen 
was  ineligible. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  now  shewed  cause  for  Mr.  Ricketts. 
The  proper  mode  of  proceeding  in  this  case  is  by  quo 
warranto,  not  by  mandamus.  When  a  person  is  once  in 
office,  tbe  only  mode  of  getting  him  out  is  by  quo  war- 
ranto, except  in  the  cases  pointed  out  by  5  &  6  WilL  4, 
c.  76, 8.  52,  viz.  where  the  officer  becomes  bankrupt  or  in- 
solvent, or  is  absent  for  a  certain  time.  In  those  cases  the 
council  are  authorized  to  declare  the  office  void.  Mr. 
Phippen  s  disqualification  is  not  one  of  those  specified,  but 
it  arises  on  s.  28,  if  it  exists  at  all.     It  involves  a  ques- 
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tioii  of  law,  whether  it  is  such  a  disqualification  as  to 
reader  the  office  void  even  on  quo  warranto ;  therefore  the 
mayor  or  ward  alderman  cannot  be  called  on  to  decide  it. 

Sir  W.  W.  FolkU  and  J.  Talbot,  for  Mr.  Phippen.  It 
has  already  been  decided  by  this  Court,  in  Rex  v.  ff  in- 
chester{a),  that  quo  warranto,  and  not  mandamus,  is  the 
proper  remedy  where  a  party  is  actually  in  office.  So  also 
in  Rex  v.  The  Mayor  of  Oxford  {b),  where  Mr.  Towk,  who 
had  been  elected  a  councillor,  was  declared  by  the  mayor 
to  be  disqualified,  and  another  person  was  elected  coun- 
cillor in  his  stead,  this  Court  held  that  Mr.  Towle  ought  to 
bring  quo  warranto  for  a  usurpation  of  his  office,  and  not 
a  mandamus.  It  is  also  clear  from  the  7  WUL  4  and  1  Vkt, 
c.  78,  s.  23,  which  limits  the  time  for  proceedings  under 
the  municipal  elections,  that  quo  warranto  informations  are 
contemplated  as  the  remedy  for  cases  of  this  kind. 

Mauk,  contr^.  Directly  Mr.  Phippen's  name  was  ex* 
punged  from  the  burgess  roll,  he  ceased  ipso  facto  to  be  a 
councillor.  The  words  of  s.  28  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  are,  "  no 
person  shall  be  qualified  to  be  elected,  or  to  be  a  councillor, 
who  shall  not  be  entitled  to  be  on  the  burgess  list."  Mr. 
Phippen  has  been  adjudged  not  to  be  entitled  to  be  and  he  is 
not  on  the  burgess  list :  the  conclusion  therefore  follows  as  a 
matter  of  course.  It  seems  to  be  contended,  as  a  general 
proposition,  that  when  a  party  exercises  an  office,  however 
manifestly  without  title,  still  that  a  quo  warranto  information 
must  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  oust  him.  The  only  authority 
cited  for  this  is  Rex  v.  Oxford  (6),  which  however  is  directly 
in  favour  of  this  application ;  for  in  that  case  the  mayor  of 
Oxford,  on  Mr.  Towk'a  name  being  omitted  from  the  bur- 
gess roll,  proceeded  to  a  new  election,  and  no  intimation 
was  made  by  this  Court  that  he  was  not  perfectly  right  in 
so  doing.     If  then  the  mayor  may  proceed  to  an  election 


(fl)  «N.&P.  874. 


(6)  1  N.  &  P.  474) 
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in  such  a  casCi  tbis  Court  will  compel  him  to  do  so,  if  he      ^  ^^^\ 
refuses.  S*  47  shews  in  what  manner  extraordinary  vacancies 
are  to  be  filled  up  ;  and  it  cannot  be  contended  that  this  is  v. 

not  an  extraordinary  vacancy.  There  are  numerous  authorities  ckbtts. 
to  shew  that  mandamus  will  go  to  admit  an  officer,  though 
the  office  might  be  alleged  to  be  full.  As  in  the  case  of  a 
mayor  holding  office  under  a  clause  for  holding  over^  Rex  v. 
Robbison{a\  and  in  the  cases  of  TAe  Borough  of  Bossiney{b), 
and  Aberystwith  {c),  the  Court  granted  a  mandamus  to  elect 
a  mayor,  although  there  was  a  mayor  de  facto.  So  also  the 
writ  goes  if  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  the  election  was 
colourable.  But  on  the  principle  contended  for,  quo  war- 
ranto would  have  been  the  proper  remedy  in  all  these  cases. 
The  King  v.  Banhes  {d)  shows,  that  in  all  cases  under  the 
old  corporate  system,  when  a  mandamus  issued  to  elect  a 
mayor^  the  subsisting  mayor  must  be  made  a  party  to  the  rule. 
In  the  case  of  The  Borough  of  Bossiney  (6),  the  same  ground 
was  urged  as  is  taken  to-day,  viz.  that  the  actual  mayor 
should  first  be  ousted ;  but  the  Court,  upon  consideration, 
ordered  a  mandamus  to  issue,  as  the  party  in  the  office  had 
no  shadow  of  right,  and  the  intent  of  the  1 1  Oeo.  1,  c.  4, 
was  to  give  the  corporation  a  rightful  officer  as  soon  as 
might  be.  So  in  this  case,  Mr.  Phippen  having  no  shadow 
of  right,  on  what  ground  can  the  expense  and  procras- 
tination  of  a  quo  warranto  be  required? 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — It  is  quite  clear  that  when 
an  office  is  full,  a  new  election  shall  not  be  had  until  the 
title  of  the  person  in  office  is  decided  upon  by  quo  war- 
ranto. In  certain  cases  specified  in  s.  52,  a  course  is 
pointed  out  to  determine  the  vacancy  of  an  office,  but  no 
such  power  is  given  to  the  mayor  or  alderman  in  the  pre- 
sent case ;  and  those  officers  have  not  the  power  of  ascer- 
taming  whether  the  fiict  relied  upon  as  a  disqualification^ 

(«)  1  Str.  555.  (c)  2  Str.  U57. 

(h)  S  Str.  1003.  (d)  1  W.  Bl.  445. 
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1838.  h<t*  that  effect  or  not.  In  the  cases  pointed  out  by  the 
statute,  the  council  may  easily  satisfy  themselves  of  the 
bankruptcy,  insolvency,  or  absence  of  a  party,  so  as  to 
RicKXTTs.  enable  themselves  to  make  the  declaration  required  by  the 
statute ;  but  in  the  present  case  difficult  questions  of  law  and 
fact  might  arise,  which  the  alderman  would  feel  himself 
incompetent  to  deal  with.  As  to  the  inconvenience  which 
exists  in  referring  these  cases  to  the  result  of  a  quo  war- 
ranto information,  it  is  one  which  has  existed  from  the 
commencement  of  corporations. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. — It  is  uot  SO  clear  that  any  extraordinary 
vacancy  has  occurred  in  this  case.  S.  32  provides,  that  any 
person  who  shall  be  declared  a  bankrupt,  or  who  petitions 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  or  who  shall  be  absent  for  a 
certain  time,  shall  immediately  become  disqualified;  in 
which  cases,  upon  the  simple  feet  being  brought  before  the 
council,  they  are  rendered  a  competent  tribunal  to  declare 
the  office  vacant.  But  in  this  case  the  alderman  has  no 
power  given  him  to  make  the  declaration,  and  no  mode  is 
pointed  out  by  which  the  facts  are  to  be  brought  before 
him.  I  think  that  the  extraordinary  vacancies  referred  to 
in  8.  47 1  are  intended  to  be  those  only  which  arise  by  the 
death  of  the  party,  or  by  judgment  of  ouster  on  a  quo  war- 
ranto  information,  or  the  declaration  of  the  council  in  the 
cases  contained  in  s.  52.  In  those  cases  only,  I  think  that 
the  alderman  may  proceed  to  a  fresh  election. 

Williams  J. — The  argument  of  Mr.  MauU  proceeded 
chiefly  on  the  facts  of  this  case  being  so  clear,  that  it  would 
be  a  waste  of  time  to  require  a  quo  warranto  information, 
and  that  Mr.  Ricketis  ought  to  have  proceeded  to  the 
election  at  once.  But  it  appears  to  me  that  many  ques- 
tions might  arise  on  the  disqualification  contended  for  in 
the  present  case.  Mr.  Phippen's  name  might  have  been 
omitted  by  fraud,  or  by  mistake,  and  he  might  be  still  en- 
titled to  be  on  the  burgess  roll.     We  ought  not  therefore 
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to  call  OD  the  alderman  to  do  an  act,  which  might  afterwards        i8S8. 


turn  out  to  be  erroneoua  in  law.  _    _ 

Tba  Quiiir 

o. 
Rule  discharged  with  costs  to  Mr.  RicketU.  (a)         Ricastts. 

(«)  Coleridge  J.  was  io  the  Bail  Court. 


The  Queen  v.  Pepper.  Tuesday^ 

CfHANNELL,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  had  obtained  a  Q^^rranto 

rule,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  a  quo  information 

warranto  information  should  not  issue  against  him  for  exer-  amfost'the^ 

cising  the  franchise  of  a  burgess  of  the  borough  of  Maldon.  freeman  of  a 

The  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  set  out  the  ^oes  not  ap- 

charters  relative  to  Pepper's  right  of  admission,  and  stated  P«ar  to  possess 
.    ^*^  **  any  corporate 

that  he  was  sworn  in  as  a  freeman  on  September  24,  1833,  property,  and 

and  that  he  had  since  voted  in  the  election  for  members  of  ^J^^ck  o^ff^ST 

parliament  for  the  borough,  but  that  on  the  last  revision  roll  of  electors 

of  votes,  in  1837,  his  name  had  been  struck  off  the  roll  by  of  parliament 

the  revising  barrister,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  im<r  by  the  revising 

properly  swoni  in  to  the  office  of  freeman.    The  affidavits 

in  answer  set  out  Pepper's  title  to  be  admitted  to  the  free- 

dom  of  the  borough,  and  stated  that  the  right  of  Pepper 

had  been  disputed  twice  before  the  revising  barristers,  who 

had  decided  bis  admission  to  be  good,  and  that  he  was 

entitled  to  vote  for  members  of  parliament. 

Tkesiger  and  C.  R.  Turner,  on  a  former  day  in  this 
term  (b),  shewed  cause.  This  application  is  out  of  time, 
for  the  7  WW,  4  8c  1  Vici.  c.  78,  s.  23,  enacts,  that  appli- 
cations for  a  quo  warranto  information  against  any  burgess 
must  be  made  within  twelve  months  from  the  time  of  elec- 
tion or  disqualification.  Pepper  was  sworn  in  a  freeman  m 
September,  1838.  It  may  be  said  that  the  words  of  that 
section  apply  to  burgesses  of  new  corporations,  but  they 

(6)  Jan.  13,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale,  WiUiamt  and 
Coleridge  Ju 
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1838.  are  general,  and  include  all  burgesses.  Another  objection 
is,  iliat  the  defendant  does  not  exercise  any  franchise  for 
\!vhich  a  quo  warranto  information  can  issue.  By  the  5  8c  G 
PsppBR.  ffTfll^  4^  c.  76,  the  rights  of  freemen  are  extinguished  alto- 
gether, except  as  to  their  shares  of  corporate  property,  and 
reserving  to  them  the  right  of  voting  secured  by  the  2  WilL 
4,  c.  45,  8.  32.  The  affidavits  in  this  case  do  not  disclose 
that  there  is  any  corporate  property  at  Maldon,  to  vrhich 
the  defendant  as  a  burgess  is  entitled,  therefore  the  Court 
cannot  intend  that  he  has  any  such  right.  And  as  to  bis 
right  of  voting,  it  is  expressly  stated  that  his  name  has  been 
struck  off  the  parliamentary  roll  at  the  last  revision.  There  is 
therefore  no  user  or  claim  to  an  office,  and  according  to  Rex 
V.  WhUweU{a)f  the  Court  will  not  grant  an  information.  It 
also  appears  by  the  judgment  of  Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.,  in 
Rex  V.  Mein  {b),  that  a  freeman,  who  has  no  vote  for  mem- 
bers of  parliament,  does  not  exercise  an  office  that  can  be 
questioned  by  quo  warranto  information.  In  Rex  v.  Sdtfra- 
ders  (c),  where  a  quo  warranto  information  was  moved  for 
against  an  alderman  of  Taunton,  after  the  corporation  had 
been  dissolved.  Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  refused  the  appli- 
cation, *'  as  there  were  no  civil  rights  in  controversy.*'  The 
present  application  is  merely  speculative,  and  can  only  be 
founded  on  some  prospective  grievance. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  and  Channell,  contri.  The  main 
question  is,  whether  the  7  Will.  4  and  I  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  23, 
is  applicable.  It  clearly  is  not,  for  it  only  refers  to  bur- 
gesses of  new  corporations.  The  whole  act  relates  to  such 
burgesses,  and  to  such  burgesses  only. 

The  objection  that  Pepper  was  struck  off  at  the  last 
Jrevision  of  electors  is  without  weight,  because  his  title  de- 
pends upon  his  admission  as  freeman,  in  1832.  Although 
his  name  as  an  elector  has  been  expunged  by  the  revising 
barrister,  he  may  tender  his  vote  at  any  election  that  takes 

{u)  6  T.  R.  85.  (5)  3  T.  R.  596.  (c)  3  East,  119. 
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place  after  the  revision,  and  a  committee  of  the  House  of 

Commons  may  decide  that  his  name  ought  not  to  have  been    ^    ^ 

^  .  ®  The  QuBBN 

struck  off.     Pepper  was  admitted  in  1832;  if  no  apphca-  v. 

tion  be  allowed  to  be  made  tilt  he  is  on  the  burgess  roll,  P»'»*"« 
and  his  claim  be  allowed  by  some  future  revising  barrister, 
then  the  six  years  may  elapse,  during  which  only,  under 
32  Geo.  3,  c.  58,  his  title  as  burgess  can  be  disputed.  As 
to  Tht  King  v.  Whxi%oeU(a\  there  has  been  a  suiBcient 
user  here;  Pepper  has  actually  voted  for  members  of  par- 
liament, and  his  disqualification  from  so  doing  at  present  is 
only  partial ;  besides.  Rex  v.  Tate  (6)  shews,  that  being 
sworn  into  an  office  is  a  sufficient  user.  The  9  Ann.  c.  £0, 
mentions  the  office  of  freeman  as  one  for  which  a  quo  war- 
ranto information  lies,  therefore  the  objection  on  that 
ground  fails. 

Cur,  adv.  vult.     , 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.,  on  this  day,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — This  was  a  rule  calling  on  the  de<* 
fendant  to  shew  cause  why  a  quo  warranto  should  not 
issue  against  him,  for  usurping  the  office  of  a  freeman  of 
the  borough  of  Maldon.  It  appears  upon  the  affidavits 
that  he  is  upon  the  freeman's  roll,  but  not  on  the  burgess 
roll,  and  that  his  vote  was  expunged  from  the  parliament 
register  upon  objection  taken  at  the  last  revision.  He  was 
admitted  in  the  year  1832,  and  it  was  objected,  first,  that 
this  case  fell  within  the  limitation  clause  of  7  Will.  4  and 
1  Viet.  c.  78,  s.  23,  and  therefore  the  application  was  out 
of  time;  but  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  intimate  any  opinion 
on  that  point,  because  another  objection  was  made,  upon 
which  we  think  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged.  It  is  a 
well  established  rule  in  corporation  law,  that  quo  warranto 
will  not  lie  unless  against  a  party  in  possession  and  user  of 
such  a  franchise  or  office  as  may  be  properly  the  subject 
of  such  an  information;  Rexy.WhitwelUa).  The  defend- 
ant here,  it  was  conceded,  is  in  possession  of  no  such 

(«)  5  T.  R.  85.  (6)  4  East,  337. 
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1838.  franchise;  he  is  a  freemau,  it  is  true,  but  his  present  rights 
as  such  barely  are  limited  by  the  conjoint  operations  of  the 
Reform  and  Municipal  Corporation  Acts,  to  the  sharing  in 
the  common  lands  or  joint  stock,  if  any,  of  the  borough. 
Supposing  even  that  he  is  so  situated,  a  rule  might  properly 
be  made  absolute  against  him,  yet  here  the  aflBdayits  do  not 
disclose,,  and  we  cannot  presume,  that  there  are  any  com- 
mon lands  or  joint  stock.  It  was  contended,  however,  that 
he  had  claimed  to  exercise  the  elective  franchise,  and  though 
now  expunged,  his  name  and  vote  might  be  restored  on 
petition  by  an  election  committee,  or  that  at  the  ensuing 
revision  the  revising  barrister  might  place  his  name  on  the 
list.  It  may  be  conceded,  that  on  either  supposition  he 
would  be  put  into  the  possession  of  such  a  franchise  as  a 
quo  warranto  might  lie  for  usurping.  But  we  have  found 
no  authority  which  decides  that  an  unsuccessful  claim,  and 
the  possibility  of  a  renewed  claim  with  success,  to  a  fran- 
chise or  office,  are  equivalent  to  that  actual  usurped  posses- 
sion which  the  information  in  a  quo  warranto  supposes. 
And  we  may  add,  that  there  is  no  reason  to  presume  any 
one  of  the  facts,  upon  the  supposition  of  which  the  argu- 
ment is  founded, — all  legal  presumptions  are  the  other  way. 
We  ought  rather  to  presume  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  to  be  right,  and  that  it  will  be  acquiesced  in. 

It  was  urged  upon  us^  that  unless  we  granted  this  rule» 
six  years  from  the  date  of  admission  would  expire  before 
another  opportunity  could  occur  of  raising  the  question,  and 
so  the  admitted  defect  in  his  title  would  be  cured.  Whe- 
ther under  the  circumstances  such  will  be  the  case,  we  do 
not  stop  to  inquire;  for  admitting  it  to  be  so,  that  ought  not 
to  influence  our  decision  upon  the  present  state  of  things. 
The  same  argument  was  urged  in  Rex  v.  WhitweU{a),  with 
the  same  success.     This  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged, 
(fl)  5  T.  R.  85. 
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Ex  parte  Harvey.  Wednetday^ 

JantfarySlil. 

By  a  resolution  of  the  6th  October,  1794,  the  mayor.  In  1794  the 

aldermen  and  citizens  of  the  city  of  Bath,  passed  a  resolu-  BaTh^'apTOiiu- 

tion  "  that  John  Mayer  be  continued  and  employed  by  and  ed  ^'  B-  "»- 

...  •       •      •   •        1  •         i_      •  1  .•        sistant  chmn- 

under  this  corporation  m  doing  the  various  business  relating  berlain  of  the 

to  the  waterworks,  &c.,  and  that  he  do  also  attend  and  assist  ^"J  fora  yenr, 

.  .  ft^  *  yearly  »a- 

upon  the  chamberlain  of  this  city  in  the  various  business  of  lary.   In  1804 

his  oflSce,  under  the  direction  of  the  committee  appointed  j  g  ^^ 

to  inspect  and  examine,  and  report  on  the  chamberlain^s  raised.    In 

accounts,  for  so  long  of  one  year  as  he,  the  said  John  ^^^  appointed 

Mayer,  shall  behave  himself  well  therein ;  for  which  he  is  a^wtant 

.    ,    ,,   ,  ...  -  ^1  i.  chamberlain 

and  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  a  salary  after  the  rate  of  by  the  chain- 

70/.  per  annum,  to  be  paid  to  him  quarterly  by  this  corpo-  I?*'^*"*"|ino^j 
ration  or  their  chamberlain."  to  hold  this 

On  the  24th  September,  1804,  by  another  resolution  of  ^.j^*"/ tjj, 
the  corporation,  Henry  Walters  Esq.  was  duly  elected  into  Municipal 
the  office  of  chamberlain  and  receiver  of  the  city  for  the  Act.   In  I8ar 
year  ensuing,  with  a  salary  of  250  guineas,  and  his  deputy  *^*  corpora- 
100  guineas.  raised  the  sa- 

in 1810,  TbAij  Mayer  having  fallen  into  difficulties,  the  pj^juj^^ntr 
then  chamberlain  (Mr.  Clark)  asked  Mr.  Harvey  if  he  was  Municipal 
willing  to  accept  the  office  of  assistant  chamberlain,  and  to  Act^he  office 

succeed  Mayer,  to  which  Mr.  ////rvev  assented.     On  the  ^f  ^•.^•.^®*, 

ZM    »*       •  .  1     .  i-    X  .         **      aholished, and 

loth  March,  1810,  by  a  resolution  of  the  corporation,  Mr.  a  claim  having 

Slater  was  appointed   chamberlain    for   the   ensuins  year  }>|Jen  made  hy 

•^■^  **   ■'         him  for  corn- 

commencing   October,    1810;    and    Mr.  Clark,  the    then  pensation,  the 

chamberlain,  was  authorized  to  employ  such  fit  and  proper  treasury 

person  to  assist  him  in  his  said  office  as  he  should  think  awarded  that 

proper,  and  on  the  following  day  Mr.  Harvey  was  informed  not  the  subject 

that  he  had  been  appointed  to  the  office  of  assistant  cham-  ®/  conipensa- 

■^■^  .  lion  within 

berlain,  and  he  thereupon  entered  into  and  performed  the  the  66th  sect. 

duties  of  the  office.     On  the  1st  October,  1810,  the  corpo-  JJnd^^hf  Court 
ration  passed  a  resolution  "that  ^\v,  Harvey  be  recom-  nfQ.B.  con- 
mended  to  Mr.  Slater,  the  present  chamberlain,  to  be  his  decision, 
assistant  in  that  office,  with  a  salary  of  100/.  a  year,  to  be 

VOL.  111.  M 
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18S8.  paid  by  the  corporation.  In  September,  IS  12,  Mr.  Harvey 
"^-^^^^  applied  to  the  corporation  for  an  increase  of  salary,  who 
Harvey,  thereupon  passed  a  resolution  that  the  salary  should  be 
increased  from  100/.  to  160/.  per  annum.  In  1820,  by  a 
resolution  of  the  corporation,  Mr.  Harvey  was  appointed 
superintendant  of  the  waterworks,  for  which  he  received  no 
salary;  but  in  the  year  1827  it  was  resolved,  by  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  citizens,  *'  that  the  salary  of  the  chamberlain's 
assistant  be  increased  to  the  sum  of  200/*  per  annum."  On 
the  passing  of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76,  it  was  resolved  to 
discontinue  the  payment  of  the  salary  to  the  assistant  cham- 
berlain. Upon  this  Mr.  Harvey  preferred  a  claim  for  com- 
pensation to  the  town  council,  which  they  rejected.  Mr. 
Harvey  then  memorialized  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  who, 
on  the  opinion  of  the  law  oflScers  of  the  crown,  that  the 
office  of  Mr.  Harvey  was  not  an  office  within  the  meaning 
of  sect.  66  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  by  a  minute  of  the 
l6th  May,  1837f  awarded  that  Mr.  Harvey  was  not  entitled 
to  compensation. 

Mr.  Harvey  presented  a  further  memorial  to  the  Lords 
of  the  Treasury,  on  the  ground  that  since  their  minute  of 
the  l6th  May,  (in  which  their  lordships  adverted  to  the 
opinion  of  the  law  officers  of  the  crown,  that  Mr.  Harvey 
was  not  an  officer  of  the  borough  within  the  meaning  of 
the  66th  sect,  of  5  &  6  Will  4.)  a  report  of  The  King  v. 
The  Mayor  Sft\  of  Bridgewater,  had  been  published  in  1 
Nev.  &  Per.  466,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the  law  officers 
of  the  crown  had  insisted  upon  the  limited  meaning  of  the 
word  **  officer,'^  whereas  a  more  liberal  construction  had  in 
that  case  been  given  to  it  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench. 
The  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  however,  refused  to  reopen 
their  award. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett,  upon  an  affidavit  setting  out  the  above 
particulars,  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus,  to 
the  town  council  of  Bath,  commanding  them  to  grant  Mr. 
Harvey  compensation.  Although  the  office  for  which  Mr. 
H.  claims  compensation  was  not  a  chartered  office,  he  clearly 
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was  an  oflScer  of  the  corporation,  and  had  every  right  to  look 

upon  his  office  as  permanent ;  it  therefore  comes  strictly 

nithiti  the  case  of  The  King  v.  The  Mayor  Sfc.  of  Bridge^      Harvey. 

u)ater(a).     It  is  true  that  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  have 

exercised  the  discretionary  power  with  which  the  legislature 

has  invested  them,  but  they  have  in  this  case  decided  against 

his  claim,  on  the  ground  of  his  office  not  being  within  the 

66th  section.     It  is  submitted  that  if  they  decide  contrary 

to  law,  this  Court  will  review  their  decision.     It  is  clear, 

from  the  language  of  the  resolutions,  that  this  has  always 

been  treated  and  considered  as  an  office. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  case  is 
very  distinguishable  from  The  King  v.  The  Mayor  t^c.  of 
Bridgetoater  (a),  ^Fhe  office  in  question  there  was  insepa- 
rable from  the  town  clerkship,  and  was  intimately  connected 
with  the  corporation.  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
this  was  a  corporate  office.  It  is  just  as  if  the  corporation 
had  recommended  any  attorney  they  might  have  employed 
to  take  in  an  additional  clerk. 

LiTTLEDALB,  WiLLiAMS  and  CoLERiOGE  Js.  Con- 
curred. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  1  N.  &  P.  466. 


Hill  and  Randall  v.  Sydney,  Knt.  Janu^Z\h. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labour  of  the  plaintiffs  as  so-  I"  assumpsit 

,    -      ,.  .         ....  J.  for  work  and 

licitors   m    prosecutmg,   defendmg    and    soliciting    divers  labour  by  the 

causes,  suits  and  businesses  for  the  defendant,  and  for  fees  P*a'n;»ffsi  «» 

'  ^  solicitors^  on  a 

due  in  respect  thereof  8cc.     Plea,  non  assumpsit.     At  the  joint  retainer, 
trial  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex  after  Trinity  term,  1836,  fharo*ne  o?" 

them  was  not 
admitted  of  the  Court  in  which  the  business  was  dcine,  must  be  pleaded  specially. 
Qtutre^  whether,  if  so  pleaded,  the  objection  is  valid. 

M  2 
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before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  it  appeared  that  this  was  aa 
action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  in  partnership  as 
attomies  and  solicitors,  for  their  bill  of  costs  in  conducting 
a  suit  through  Chancery  as  agents  for  the  defendant,  who 
was  also  an  attorney.  The  defendant  objected,  that  the 
action  was  not  maintainable,  as  Mr.  Randall^  one  of  the 
plaintiffs,  had  not  been  admitted  a  solicitor  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  to  which  point  Brandon  v.  Hubbard  {a)  was  cited. 
For  the  plaintiffs  a  joint  retainer  was  proved  by  the  defend- 
ant, contained  in  a  letter  from  him  to  the  plaintiffs,  request- 
ing them  to  conduct  the  suit  in  Chancery  for  him  as  his 
agents.  The  Chief  Justice  reserved  the  point,  and  the  ver- 
dict passed  for  the  plaintiff. 


Mansel  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit  in 
the  ensuing  Michaelmas  term. 


Plali  and  Godson,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (6),  shewed 
cause.  The  case  of  Ardeu  v.  Tucker  {c)  shews  that  this 
action  is  maintainable.  That  was  an  action  by  two  partners 
for  their  costs  in  conducting  a  suit  in  the  Palace  Court,  and 
it  appeared  that  only  one  of  them  was  an  attorney  of  the 
Palace  Court,  but  the  Court  held,  that  they  were  entitled  to 
sue  for  their  costs  jointly,  although  in  that  case  the  retainer 
was  to  the  partner  who  was  an  attorney  of  the  Palace  Court 
singly.  Elkins  v.  Harding  (d)  is  also  an  authority  for  the 
present  action,  for  it  was  held  there  that  a  clerk  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  might  sue  jointly  with  his  partner,  who  was 
not  a  clerk  of  the  Court,  for  agency  business  done  in  that 
Court.  In  Brandon  v.  Hubbard  (a)  it  appeared  that  the 
business  sued  for  was  preparing  a  replevin  bond,  and  that 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  only  was  a  replevin  clerk,  which  was  a 
business  the  other  partner  had  nothing  to  do  with,  and  there- 
fore they  bad  no  joint  interest.  Jones  v.  Jones  (e)  decided, 
that  a  country  attorney  who  had  conducted  a  suit  in  the 


(a)  2  B.  &B.  11. 
(6)  Jan.  83rd. 


(f)  4  B.  &  Ad.  815. 

((/)  1  C.  &  J.  345 ;   1  Tjr.  «74. 

(0  5  Dowl.  474. 
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Exchequer  in  the  name  of  his  London  agent,  without  any 
consent  in  writing,  was  entitled  to  recover  his  costs.  And 
in  Attorney-General  v,  Malin  {a)  it  was  held,  that  a  soli- 
citor inrolled  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  might  conduct  a 
suit  on  the  Equity  side  of  the  Exchequer  in  the  name  of  a 
clerk  in  the  King's  Remembrancer's  Office  in  that  Court. 
All  the  cases  on  the  subject  have  arisen  between  attorney 
and  client,  but  the  rule  in  these  cases  does  not  apply  to 
cases  of  agency  business.  The  £  Geo.  S,  c.  23,  is  the 
act  that  prevents  attornies  and  solicitors  from  suing  for 
business  done,  unless  they  are  admitted  of  the  Court  in 
which  the  business  was  transacted;  but  the  12  Geo.  2, 
c.  13,  s.  6,  expressly  excepts  agency  business  from  the  pro- 
visions of  that  act.  That  section  therefore  is  decisive  of 
the  case.  Again,  under  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  10,  attor- 
nies are  allowed,  with  the  consent  of  the  attorney  of  another 
Court,  to  carry  on  business  in  that  Court  in  the  name  of 
such  attorney.  The  Court,  therefore,  will  intend  that  this 
consent  was  given,  if  consent  be  necessary  in  the  present 
case.  Lastly,  this  defence  should  have  been  pleaded.  It 
only  amounts  to  a  confession  and  avoidance  of  the  cause  of 
action  (ft).  Potts  v.  Sparrow  (c)  decided,  that  the  illegality 
of  the  work  and  labour  performed  by  an  attoraey  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  under  uon  assumpsit, 

ManseU  contri.  This  application  is  founded  on  the 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  24,  the  words  of  which  are  express.  As 
to  Arden  v.  Tucker  {d),  there  is  no  statute  to  prevent  a 
duly  admitted  attorney  from  practising  in  the  Palace  Court, 
although  the  rules  of  that  Court  may  restrict  the  number 
who  practise  there.  There  is  no  rule  of  law,  therefore, 
to  prevent  two  partners  from  suing  for  business  done  by 
one  of  them  in  that  Court.  But  in  this  case,  the  only  per- 
son with  whom  the  contract  could  be  made  was  the  admit- 
ted solicitor  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  Sect.  10  of  2  Geo.  3, 
c.  23,  allows  attornies  having  a  written  consent  to  practise 
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(o)2Tyr.  512. 

(6)  See  Law  ▼.  Glenny,  2  N.  &  P.  268. 


(f )  3  Dowl.  630. 
(<0  4  B.  &  Ad.  815. 
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1838.        it)  one  another's  names  in  Courts  of  Law ;  but  it  does  not 
^■^^^'^^^      app'y  to  Courts  of  Equity,  Vincent  v.  Holt  {a) ;  and  it  will 
and  another    ^^  observed  that  no  mention  of  Courts  of  Equity  occurs  in 
'^^  the  latter  part  of  the  clause.     In  Latham  v.  Hide  (6)  it  was 

held  that  an  attorney  has  no  lien  for  his  costs,  or  for  money 
out  of  pocket,  in  respect  of  an  action  conducted  by  him  in 
a  Court  of  which  he  has  not  been  admitted.  In  Arden  ▼. 
Tucker  (c),  a  case  of  Heming  v.  Wilton  (d)  was  cited  in 
argument,  which  is  directly  in  point  here.  Mr.  Henring 
there  sued  the  defendant,  who  was  an  attorney,  for  business 
done  as  a  clerk  in  Court  in  the  Exchequer.  The  defence 
wiis,  that  Mr.  Heming* s  partner  should  have  joined;  but 
although  it  was  proved  that  the  defendant  had  given  instruc- 
tions to  both  partners,  yet,  as  the  plaintiff  alone  was  entitled 
to  practise  in  the  Exchequer,  it  was  held  that  the  action  was 
well  brought.  If  a  consent  could  be  given  by  a  solicitor, 
that  an  attorney  should  practise  in  his  name  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  the  Court  cannot  intend  that  it  was  given  in  this 
case^  because  the  objection  was  taken  at  Nisi  Prius,  and 
no  consent  was  proved.  As  to  the  objection  being  pleaded, 
if  Mr.  Hill  was  the  only  proper  party  to  sue,  it  is  a  mis- 
joinder of  plaintiffs,  which  is  an  objection  that  may  be  taken 

on  the  general  issue. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — This  was  an  action  brought  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  for  agency  business  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  The  objection  relied  on  for  the  defence  w&s, 
that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  had  not  been  admitted  a  solicitor 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery.  Several  answers  were  given, 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  notice,  as  upon  consideration, 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  objection  should  be  pleaded 

specially. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  4  Taont.  452;  see  Medaoh  General  v.  Malitty  2  Tyr.  512. 

croft  V.  Holbrooke^  contr^,  1  H.  (b)  1  Dowl.  594. 

Bl.  50,  and  Lord  Lyndhurtt'H  re-  (c)  4  B.  &  Ad.  815. 

view  of  these  cases  m  Attorney  (d)  Not  reported. 
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The  Queen  v.  Payn.  Thunday, 

January  18/ A. 

A  Writ  of  mandaiDus  having  issued  in  this  case  (a),  tested  If  the  return 

on  the  SOth  Jan^  7  Will.  4,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  ^andl^muf  be 

deposit  his  two  books  of  accounts  with  the  clerk  of  the  not  void  on  the 

peace,  and  alleging,  that  although  often  requested  to  do  so,  validity  must 

and  although  the  said  books  still  remained  in  his  custody*  ^?  regularly 

"  .  m       discussed  on 

power  and  control,  he  had  refused  to  deposit  them.     The  a  concilium, 

defendant  returned  that  he  had,  on  the  e5th  Feb.  then  last  ^iJ  ^^^^^^ 

past,  deposited  one  book  of  account  with  the  clerk  of  the  the  return  to 

peace,  and  that  no  other  of  the  said  books  was,  on  the  day  ^y^^  fiie,"on  the 

of  the  teste  of  the  writ,  nor  since  hitherto,  in  his  custody,  ground  of  its 
,  .      rn,  ,  .      -       .  /.t    ,  •    »•»•!         being  a  con- 

power  and  control.    This  return  having  been  filed  in  Hilary  temptof  Court, 

vacation  last.  Sir  J.  Campbdl  A.  G.,  in  Easter  term  follow-  "^^1^^^*^^^^ 
IBg,  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to 
shew  cause  why  the  return  should  not  be  taken  off  the  file, 
on  the  ground  of  its  being  evidently  intended. to  operate  as 
a  delay  of  justice,  and  to  evade  con^pliance  with  the  rule 
pronounced  by  the  Court  He  read  affidavits  shewing  that 
the  books  had  been  delivered  into  the  possession  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  in  the  former  argument  {a)  he  had  ad- 
mitted his  still  retaining  possession  of  them ;  and  he  cited 
Rex  y*  Justices  of  Leicester  (b). 

Thesiger  (with  whom  were  Talfourd  Serjt.  and  T.  F.Ellis), 
now  shewed  cause.  The  Attorney-General  obtaiued  this 
rule  on  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  Justices  of  Leicester  {b),  in 
which  case  it  is  clear  no  good  return  could  be  made.  Here 
the  return  is  good  on  the  face  of  it,  as  appears  by  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  in  Rex  v.  Round  (c),  but  affidavits  were 
read  to  shew  that  it  is  contemptuous.  Therefore  the  Court 
is  asked  to  treat  a  return  as  void,  because  certain  facts  are 
stated  in  affidavits. 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

(a)  See  Rex  r.  Payn,  1  N.  b  (c)  4  A.  &  £.  139;  5  N.  &  M. 
P.  5«4.  497. 

(6)  7  Dow.  fc  Ry.  708. 
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1838.  Sir  J.  Campbell  A.G.,  SirTT.  W.  Follett  and  F.  Robinson, 

contrd.  This  return,  in  fact»  sets  the  former  order  of  tbe 
Court  at  defiance.  The  writ  in  this  case  orders  specific 
books  to  be  deposited,  and  therein  it  differs  from  Hex  t. 
Rounded),  where  the  order  was  general.  In  Rex  v.  Si* 
Katherine  Dock  Compafty(b),  the  Court  held  it  discre- 
tionary to  determine  the  validity  of  a  return  on  a  motion  or 
on  a  concilium.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  on  the  face 
of  it  the  return  may  be  good.  A  sham  plea  may  be  good 
upon  the  face  of  it,  but  still  if  it  has  been  manifestly 
pleaded  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  the  Court  allows  judg- 
ment to  be  signed  at  once.  In  Willcock  on  Corporations  (c) 
it  is  laid  do\in  as  to  a  return,  "  if  it  attempt  to  shew  an 
incapacity  to  obey  the  writ  by  reason  of  the  change  of  cir- 
cumstances, it  must  appear  that  there  was  no  fraud  or  stra- 
tagem on  the  part  of  the  defendant. '^  So  in  Sac.  Abr, 
Mandamus  (I),  it  is  said  that  a  return  must  be  certain  in 
every  respect.  In  7%e  King  v.  Robinson  (d),  a  return  was 
made,  and  the  Court,  thinking  the  return  frivolous,  made 
a  rule  absolute  for  an  attachment;  the  present  is  a  milder 
course  to  adopt. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — A  return  like  this  ought  to  come 
on  in  the  regular  way,  and  be  set  down  in  the  crown  paper. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.— In  Rex  V.  Round  {a),  Patteson  J.  inti- 
mated his  opinion,  that  a  return  like  the  present  was  good, 
but  whether  it  is  so  or  not,  it  clearly  is  a  question  of  law 
that  ought  not  to  be  discussed  on  motion. 

Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  without  costs  (c). 

(fl)  4  A.  k  E.  139;  5  N.  &  M.  (c)  P.  406,  pi.  186. 

427.  i^  B  Mod.  3S6. 

(6)  4  B.  &  Ad.  360;  1  N.  &  M.  (e)  See  note  (6)  to  Rex  v.Roundy 

121.  5N.&M.427. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Barmston.  Tuesday, 

g^  January  SOlh. 

LIN  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  removing  ^  niinor,  by 

Jane  Allman,  widow,  and  her  children,  from  the  parish  of  «?  indenture 
TO      -     ,  ,  •  1       i.  T»  •  •  of  apprcntice- 

iSeeford  to  the  parish  of  oarmston,  the  quarter  sessions  ship,  put  him- 

of  the  East  Riding  of  Yorkshire  confirmed  the  order,  sub-  wlf  apprentice 

*  to  his  father, 

ject  to  the  following  case :  to  learn  the 

Gregory  jfllman,  the  pauper's  late  husband,  was  the  son  f^  *The  i^n-" 

of  Wm.  Allman  the  elder,  of  the  township  of  Lissett,  in  denture  first 

the  East  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  tailor  (now  de-  d^^,  ]3|3 

ceased).    At  Martinmas,  1811,  Greeory  Allman  hired  with  but  the  parties, 

r  TF    ,  ^  .....      i.  ri  r      forthefraudo- 

one  James  Hyde,  a  farmer,  of  the  parish  of  Barmston,  for  lent  purpose  of 

one  year,  at  yearly  wages,  and  served  the  entire  year  in  that  «°a*^*»**8  ^^^ 
•f       '       'f        J        o     »  J  mnior  to  exer^ 

parish,  and  before  the  end  of  that  year  he  again  hired  with  cise  the  trade 
the  same  master  for  a  year,  from  the  next  Martinmas,  and  have^he  fu*" 

served  a  second  year  in  the  same  parish,  at  the  end  of  which  benefit  of  the 

.    .  -  .1.1^1  5  Elii.  c.  4, 

time,  receiving  a  serious  injury  from  the  kick  of  a  horse,  (then  in  force,) 

which  disabled  him  from  performing  the  duties  of  a  farmer's  a^ter  fivejrears' 

,  .  apprentice- 

servant,  he  went  back  to   his  father's  house  at  Lissett.  ship,  caused 

Afterwards,  by  a  certain  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  Gre*  befo^  execu-' 

gory  Allman,  then  a  minor,  put  himself  apprentice  to  his  tion,  to  be  an- 

father,  to  learn  his  trade  of  a  tailor.    The  indenture  was  years^  oiTan 

produced  at  the  trial;  it  appeared  to  be  attested  by  two  appeal, touch- 
-     ,  ,       -  r   I         •  1  •      A  ing  the  validity 

witnesses,  one  of  whom  was  at  the  time  of  the  trial  in  Ame«  of  this  inden- 

rica,  and  the  other  attesting  witness  was  called.     At  the  ^P^'  ^®!^' 
.  ®  ,  that  as  It  was 

time  of  the  execution  nothing  passed  with  respect  to  the  fraudulently 

hereinafter  mentioned  alterations.     This  indenture  at  first  «n^®"«*«<^  ^ 

contravene 

bore  date  the  l£th  of  December,  IB  13,  and  was  for  seven  5  EUz,  c.  4, 
years,  but  afterwards  and  before  it  was  executed  (but  how  aiiorother** 
long  before  did  not  appear),  the  parties,  for  the  fraudulent  ^o'd,  although 
purpose  of  enabling  Gregory  Allman  to  exercise  the  trade  parish  was  no 
of  a  tailor,  and  have  the  full  benefit  of  the  stat.  5  Eliz.  c.  4  P^^J  ^^  ^^^ 
(then  in  force),  in  that  respect,  after  a  five  years'  apprentice- 
ship, as  fully  as  if  he  had  served  seven  years,  as  required  by 
that  statute,  caused  the  date  of  the  indenture  to  be  altered, 
the  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Third,  from  53d 
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18S8«         to  51  sty  and  the  year  1813  to  the  year  181 1,  and  the  figures 


_,     .  181 1,  in  the  body  of  the  indenture,  were  written  over  a  line 

The  Queen  / 

V.  which  had  previously  occupied  the  blank  space  in  which 

^  BiisTON?^  they  were  introduced.  Gregory  Allman  served  bis  father 
in  Lissett  under  this  indenture  for  five  years,  and  afterwards 
served  him  as  journeyman  at  intervals  until  his  father's 
death,  1820.  There  was  no  evidence  at  the  trial  of  the 
appeal,  to  shew  that  the  appellant  parish  was  a  party  to 
the  alterations  of  the  indenture.  From  the  circumstances 
above  stated,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  held  this  inden- 
ture to  be  fraudulent  and  void.  The  question  for  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court  is,  whether  Gregory  Ailman  gained  any 
settlement  in  Lissett,  by  serving  his  father  there,  under  the 
circumstances  above  mentioned ;  if  he  did,  then  the  origi* 
nal  order  and  the  order  of  sessions  are  to  be  quashed ;  if  be 
did  not,  then  the  order  of  sessions  is  to  be  confirmed. 

Alexander  and  Archbold,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (a), 
were  heard  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  ques- 
tion in  this  case  is,  whether  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship, 
having  been  executed  in  fraud,  and  for  a  period  less  than 
seven  years,  is  not  void  nnder  5  Eliz.  c.  4.  In  certain  cases 
it  has  been  held,  that  indentures  not  executed  according  to 
that  statute,  are  voidable  only.  Thus  in  Rex  v.  Si.  Nicko^ 
laSf  Ipswich  (V),  where  the  pauper  was  bound  for  four  years, 
and  served  during  that  time,  it  was  held  that  the  indentures 
were  voidable  only;  and  the  same  point  was  ruled  in  Rtx 
v.JEvered{c),  and  Gray  v.  Cookson{d),  but  in  none  of  those 
cases  was  there  any  attempt  at  fraud,  or  to  evade  the  sta- 
tute. In  those  cases  also,  ss.  26  &  41  of  5  Elh,  only 
were  considered.  But  in  this  case,  sect.  31  is  directly  con- 
travened, which  enacts  ''  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any 
person  to  use  or  exercise  any  art  &c.,  except  he  shall  have 

(a)  Saturday,  Jan.  20th,  before         (6)  Burr.  Sett.  Ca.  91;  9Str. 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,   LUlledale,      1066. 
Williami  ant!  Coleridge  Js.  (r)  Cald.  S6. 

{d)  16  East,  IS. 
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beeo  brought  up  therein  seven  years  at  the  least,  as  an        ]8S8. 
apprentice*  upon  pain  that  every  person  willingly  offending      ^*^^^'^^ 
or  doing  the  contrary,  shall  forfeit  forty  shillings  for  every  „, 

month."    The  contract  therefore  attempted  to  be  entered  Tnh«Wt«n»  of 

....  ,   .  Barmston. 

mto  IS  expressly  prohibited  by  the  statute,  and  is  conse- 
quently void;  Rex  v.  Grin)ese9id{a),  Rex  v.  Hip9weU{h). 
It  is  true  that  in  the  former  case  the  present  statute  was  dis- 
tinguished from  the  act  then  under  consideration,  but  sect. 
31  of  the  5  Etiz.  c.4,  (which  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
then  noticed,)  is  exactly  the  same  in  effect  as  those  sections 
on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded.  The 
proper  construction  of  the  word  void  is  to  give  it  its  full 
meaning,  when  the  purpose  contemplated  by  the  statute  is 
the  protection  of  the  public,  and  not  the  interests  of  parties 
only,  and  this  is  the  construction  adopted  by  the  Courts. 
Thus  on  the  8  Ann.  c.  9,  a.  39,  if  the  indenture  is  not 
made  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  is  held 
to  be  absolutely  void;  Jackson  v.  Warwick (c).  It  was 
contended  at  the  sessions,  that  as  the  alteration  was  impro- 
perly made,  the  indenture  was  good  in  its  original  terms, 
according  to  the  decision  in  Henfree  v.  Bromley  {d),  where 
the  umpire  made  his  award  and  gave  notice  of  its  being 
ready  for  delivery,  but  afterwards  made  an  alteration  in  the 
sum  awarded ;  and  the  Court  held  that  th^  alteration  was  a 
nullity,  and  that  the  award  was  good  for  the  original  sum. 
But  there  the  arbitrator  wm  fundus  officio;  in  this  case,  the 
alteration  was  made  before  the  indentures  were  executed. 
The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  a  case  of  fraud 
does  not  sufficiently  appear.  The  sessions  have  expressly 
found  fraud,  and  the  facts  which  they  state  leave  no  doubt 
that  their  finding  is  correct. 

JR.  C.  Hildyard,  contrd.     The  two  questions  in  this  case 
have  been  confounded  on  the  other  side,  viz.  whether  there 
I  a  good  binding  without  the  fraud,  and  if  it  was  good. 


(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  240.  (c)  7  T.  R.  121. 

(6)  3  Mann.  &  Ry.  474;  8  B.  (d)  6  East,  309. 

&C.466. 
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1838.         whether  the  fraud  would  yitiate  it.     On  the  first  question, 

^j^^'^X^      ^^  alteration  of  the  dates  is  immaterial.     According  to 

9.  Comyn  (a),  ''  the  date  is  not  essential  to  a  deed ;  for  if  it 

^BrtisTOii''^  has  no  date,  or  a  false  or  impossible  date,  the  deed  shall  be 
good,  and  take  effect  from  the  time  of  the  delivery."  The 
indentures  therefore  are  good  to  create  an  apprenticeship 
for  five  years.  The  decisions,  in  which  indentures,  not  ac- 
cording to  the  5  EHz.  have  been  held  voidable  only,  begin- 
ning with  Rex  v.  St,  Nicholas,  Ipnvich  (6),  were  well  con- 
sidered, and  have  always  been  sustained.  Rex  v.  Graves^ 
end{c)  and  Rex  v.  Hipswell{d\  which  have  been  cited  on 
the  other  side,  are  most  material  to  support  Rex  v.  St.  Ni' 
cholasy  Ipswich  (6).  In  Rex  v.  Gravesend  (r).  Lord  Tettter^ 
den  C J.  expressly  distinguished  the  5  Eliz.  from  the  statute 
then  under  consideration,  on  the  ground  that  the  clauses 
respecting  apprenticeship  in  the  former  statute  were  per- 
missive only,  and  he  confirmed  the  decisiou  in  Rex  v.  St. 
Nicholas,  Ipstoich  {h).  This  Court  has  merely  confirmed  Lord 
Tenterden*B  distinction  in  Rex  v.  St.  Gregory  {e);  aud  Lord 
Denman  C.J.  expressly  said  that  Rex  v.  Hipstvell{d)  and 
Rex  V.  Gravesend  {c)  do  not  overrule  the  former  cases.  On 
these  authorities  the  Court  will  continue  to  support  Rex  v. 
St.  Nicholas,  Ipswich  (b).  Again ;  the  54  Geo.  3,  c.  96, 
repealed  the  provisions  as  to  the  time  of  apprenticeship 
contained  in  5  Eliz.  c.  4,  and  the  intention  of  the  act  was  to 
give  a  retrospective  validity  to  indentures  otherwise  voida- 
ble. The  indenture  therefore  being  voidable  merely,  ac- 
cording to  the  decisions,  or  rendered  valid  by  the  54s  Geo.  3, 
c.  96,  the  question  remaius  whether  the  finding  of  the  ses- 
sions, that  it  is  fraudulent,  renders  it  void.  When  the  ses- 
sions find  fraud  generally,  that  is  a  fact  of  which  this  Court 
cannot  judge;  but  when  the  sessions  state  the  facts  from 
which  they  infer  fraud,  this  Court  will  decide  whether  their 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Fait.  (B  S.)  (J)  8  B.  &  C.  466 ;  9  Mann.  & 

(6)  Burr.  S.C.  91.  Ry.  474. 

(c)  3  B.  &  Ad.  240.  (e)  2  A.  &  £.  99;  4  N.  &  M. 

137. 
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iofereuce  b  proper  or  not:  Rex  v.  Tedford{a).    It  is  said         18S8. 
that  fraud,  ab  initw,  vitiates  every  contract ;  but  that  is  too    J^^ 
general  a  proposition.     Suppose  a  party  makes  a  bon&  fide  v. 

conveyance  of  forty  shillings  a  year  in  fee,  and  antedates  it  ^  bIrmwon!*^ 
fraudulently,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  vote  for  the  current 
year,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Reform  Act ; — so  far  as 
the  purpose  contemplated  is  considered,  it  would  be  de- 
feated on  the  facts  coming  to  light ;  but  in  the  following 
year,  on  what  ground  could  the  revising  barrister  hold  the 
conveyance  to  be  void  ?  Suppose  again,  for  the  purpose  of 
conferring  a  vote  by  creating  a  tenancy  for  sixty  years,  a 
lease  for  fifty  years  were  granted,  and  in  the  demise  sixty 
years  were  fraudulently  inserted  instead  of  fifty,  and  under 
that  lease  30/.  per  annum  were  actually  paid;  could  this 
Court  bold,  that  under  that  tenancy  a  settlement  would  not  be 
gained  i  Although  there  may  have  been  fraud  in  the  con-> 
cocting  this  apprenticeship,  the  parishes  were  not  parties  to 
it;  and  therefore,  as  against  them,  the  Court  will  not  hold 
the  indentures  to  be  void.  This  principle  has  been  laid 
down  in  several  cases;  Rex  v.  Kilby{b\  Rex  w.  Great 
S/ieepy  (c).  Rex  v.  Great  Glenn  {d).  In  Rex  v.  Gedding- 
ton  {e)f  Bayley  J.  said,  "  In  cases  relating  to  the  law  of 
settlement,  the  manner  of  determining  any  particular  point  is 
not  so  important  as  it  is  that  the  decisions  should  be  uniform 
and  consistent."  This  is  a  strong  argument  for  adhering  to 
Rex  v.  5/.  Nicholas,  Ipstvich  if),  and  the  other  decisions. 
[Lord  Denman  C.J.  In  Grant  v.  Wtlchman  (g)  it  was  held, 
that  an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  which  had  been  ante- 
dated so  as  to  make  it  appear  an  apprenticeship  for  seven 
years,  was  only  voidable ;  but  that  was  decided  ou  the  au« 
tbority  of  Gray  v.  Cookson(h),  which  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present  case ;  for  suppose  the  apprentice  here  bad 

(a)  2  Const's  Bolt,  505;   Burr.  (e)  2  B.  &  C.  129;  3  D.  &  R. 

S.  C.  57.  403. 

(*)  2  M.  &  S.  501.  (/)  Burr.  S.  C.  91. 

(0  8  B.  &  C.  74;  2  Mann.  &  (g)  16  East,  207. 

R^f.SBG.  (A)  16  East,  13. 

(</)  5  B.  &  Ad.  188. 
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1838.        run  away  from  his  father,  and  the  father  had  aougbt  to  pro- 
ceed  against  him  before  the  justices,  he  could  not  have 
V.  enforced   the  indentures.]      The  indentures  in  that  case 

BarmstoL.     ^^S^^  ^  avoided,  on  the  application  of  the  apprentice. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  a  settle- 
ment was  gained  by  apprenticeship ;  the  oiily  material  facts 
as  to  which  were  the  following :— The  pauper  put  himself 
apprentice  to  his  father,  by  an  indenture  which  at  first  bore 
date  the  12th  December,  1813,  and  was  for  seven  years; 
but  afterwards,  and  before  it  was  executed,  (how  long  it 
did  not  appear,)  the  parties,  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of 
enabling  the  pauper  to  exercise  the  trade  of  a  tailor,  and 
have  the  full  benefit  of  the  statute  5  Eliz,  c.  4,  (then  in 
force,)  in  that  respect,  after  a  five  years'  apprenticeship,  as 
if  he  had  served  seven,  caused  the  date  of  the  indenture  to 
be  altered  from  the  53d  Geo.  3  to  thedlst,  and  the  year 
1813  to  1811,  and  the  figures  1811,  in  the  body  of  the 
indenture,  were  written  over  a  line  which  had  previously 
occupied  the  blank  space  into  which  they  were  introduced. 
Under  this  indenture  there  was  a  sufficient  service  to  gain  a 
settlement.  And  if,  as  was  contended,  the  result  of  this 
statement  was  that  the  pauper  was  bound  for  five  years 
only,  we  should  not  have  disturbed  the  rule  of  law  laid 
down  in  Rex  v.  St.  Nicholas,  Ipswich{a)f  and  so  many  other 
decisions.  We  think,  however,  that  the  state  of  the  case  is 
very  different.  The  sessions  have  found  a  fraudulent  pur- 
pose, and  the  facts  from  which  they  arrived  at  that  conclu- 
sion. And  although,  as  was  contended  by  the  learned 
counsel  in  support  of  the  rule  (and  not  denied  on  the 
other  side),  as  the  grounds  of  the  finding  are  stated,  this 
Court  may  examine  into  its  correctness ;  yet  it  is  equally 
certain  that  it  will  sustain  the  conclusion  of  the  sessions 

(fl)  Burr.  S.  C.  91. 
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where  that  can  be  reasonably  done ;  and  we  think  it  may  in         i838. 
the  present  instance.  Tun^^ 

When  the  near  relation  of  the  parties  is  considered,  and  v. 

moreover,  that  there  was  a  purpose  of  evading  the  stotute,  ^b"^J[*"on'*^ 
which  certainly  prohibits  the  carrying  on  a  trade,  except  by 
a  person  who  has  served  an  apprenticeship  of  seven  years, 
under  a  penalty, — we  are  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  were 
well  warranted  in  concluding  that  the  indenture  was,  by  the 
facts  disclosed,  avoided. 

A  doubt  was  suggested,  upon  the  language  attributed  to 
Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Tedford  (a),  whether 
this  was  a  species  of  fraud  into  which  the  sessions  could 
inquire,  as  it  respected  the  conduct  of  the  parties  themselves 
to  the  contract,  and  not  of  either  of  the  contending  parishes. 
When,  however,  the  real  character  of  a  transaction,  which 
may  be  apparently  regular,  is  a  question,  we  cannot  see 
how  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  upon  which  the  whole  de- 
pends, can  be  withdrawn  from  consideration ;  and  do  not 
find  that  any  such  distinction  as  that  above  alluded  to  has 
been  observed.     And  accordingly,  in  the  case  of  The  King 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Gravesend{b),  where  the  indenture 
was  regular  upon  the  face  of  it,  focts  were  proved  in  order 
to  shew  that  an  evasion  of  a  statute,  prohibiting  the  master 
(a  waterman)  from  taking  more  than  two  apprentices,  was 
intended,  and  the  indenture  was  avoided  thereby.  We  think 
therefore  that  the  sessions  were  warranted  in  drawing  the 
conclusion  of  fraud ;  that  the  indenture  was  therefore  void ; 
and  that  their  order  should  be  confirmed. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 
(a)  3  Const's  Bolt,  505.  (6)  3  B.  &  Ad.  «40. 
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Friday,  Ev AN  S  t?.  T A Y  LOR. 

January  19/A. 

To  prove  the      1  RES  PASS   for   breaking  and   entering  the  plaintiflT's 

rights  ofa         closes,  covered  with  water,  situate  in  the  parishes  of  Ei- 

manor,  which    more^  Quedgley,  and  M  insterworth,  and  for  fishing  therein 

been  parcel  of  ^^^  taking  away  the  fish.     Pleas:  not  guilty;  and  several 

the  duchy  of     pj^as  of  justification.     At   the   trial,   before    Lord  Den- 

Lancaster,  a  ^    ,  ,      ^, 

doramentpro-  man  C.  J.,  at  the  Gloucestershire  summer  assizes,  1835,  it 

duch^tffiw'*  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  claimed,  as  lady  of  the  manor  of 
was  tendered  M  insterworth,  an  exclusive  fishery  for  all  kinds  of  fish  in 
purporting  to  ^^^  "^^'^  Severn  within  the  boundary  of  her  manor.  The 
be  a  survey  of  Severn  divided  the  manors  of  Minsterworth  and  Elmore. 
the  manor,         __,        ,  .     .  _,,  ,     .   ,  i  i         •  «  t  t 

made  in  the      The  plaintiff  s  general  right  was  proved  at  the  trial,  but  the 

33  Eliz.  while  defendant  claimed  a  right  to  fish  for  lamperns,  as  appur- 
the  manor  be-  ,  ^®  ^  '  ,  '^ 

longed  to  the    tenant  to  his  land,  which  was  situate  on  the  Elmore  side  of 

denmy  sL-^^  ^^^  "^^'^  5  *"^  **®  ^'«^  Contended  that  if  the  plaintiff's  right 
veyorofthe  of  fishing  extended  over  the  whole  3tream,  the  manor  of 
cd  on  the  pre-    Minsterworth  extended  only  usque  ad  medium  Jilum  aqua, 

sentment  of  according  to  the  custom  stated  in  Hale  De  Port.  Mar.(«r)  It 
the  tenants  of  **  i    •         r  t 

the  manor,  at    appeared  also  that  the  manor  of  Minsterworth  had  formerly 

V  ^° and  it""""  ^^^^^  parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster, 

appeared  that    but  that  it  had  been  severed  from  the  crown  in  the  reign  of 

betThad  pM    •^^'^e*  1,  who  had  sold  it  to  certain  persons,  through  whom 

the  expenses      it  had  vested  in  the  plaintiff.     In  order  to  prove  the  extent 

Held  to  be    ^^  ^he  manor  of  Minsterworth,  the  plaintiff  produced  from 

inadmissible,     jj^g  office  of  the  duchv  of  Lancaster,  a  document,  headed 

either  as  a  do-  "^    . 

cument  made  "  Gloucestershire,  the  Manor  of  Minsterworth," 

nufhorftyl^or  ^'*''  purporting  to  be  "  a  survey  thereof,  taken  the  25lh 
as  evidence  of  of  October,  in  the  33d  year  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  Queen 
r  p  on.  Elizabeth,  &c.  by  John  Northe,  gentleman,  deputie  unto 
Sir  John  Poyntz,  knight,  generall  surveyor  of  the  duchy  of 
Lancaster,  lying  on  the  south  parts,  by  the  authorities  afore- 
said, and  proved  by  the  oathes  and  presentments  of  such 
of  the  tennantes  of  the  said  manner,  as  hereafter  follow." 

The  names  of  twenty  persons  were  then  set  out,  who 
were  described   to  be  the  jurors  of  the  court  of  survey, 

{a)  Printed  in  Harg.  Law  Tracts,  7. 
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who  presented  the  boundaries  of  the  manor,  and  stated,  1333^ 
amongst  other  matters,  the  rents  paid  for  fishing  in  the 
Severn,  and  the  boundaries  within  which  the  fishery  ''  doth 
belong  unto  her  majesty/'  within  which  divers  of  the  *'  ten- 
nants  of  Elmore  do  fish,  where  by  right  they  ought  not, 
which  is  to  the  great  prejudice  and  hinderance  of  the  ten- 
nanta  of  the  said  mannor."  This  document  was  signed 
"  Jno.  Selman,  CI.  ConciU  Ducat.  Lancast"'."  No  inqui- 
sition or  commission  for  the  making  this  survey  was  pro- 
duced, but  it  appeared  that  Queen  Elizabeth  had  made  an 
order  for  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  survey.  On  ob- 
jection made  by  the  defendant  to  the  admission  in  evidence 
of  this  document,  his  lordship  refused  to  receive  it.  The 
verdict  having  passed  for  the  defendant, 

Tatfcnrd  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  (a),  1835,  moved  for 
a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  this  evidence  was  improperly 
rejected,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence  re- 
ceived. On  the  first  point  he  cited  Rowe  v.  Brenton  (b), 
"NicholUv.  Parker  {c\  Freeman  v.  PInllipps{d\  Crease -v. 
Barren  (e),  and  Drinkwater  v.  Porter  (/). 

Ludlow  Serjt.  and  JR.  F.  Richards,  in  Hilary  term,  1 837(g)* 
shewed  cause.  It  did  not  at  all  appear  by  whose  authority 
this  survey  was  made,  lliere  was  no  commission  proved 
to  authorize  it.  It  clearly  amounts  either,  1st,  to  a  title- 
deed,  and  is  then  merely  a  private  document;  or  Qd,  it  is  a 
document  publici  juris,  in  which  case  proof  of  a  commission 
is  necessary  to  authenticate  it.  In  Rowe  v.  Brenton  (b),  an 
extent  of  crown  lands,  from  the  Liord  Treasurer's  Remem- 
brancer's Office,  was  received,  but  there  the  evidence  as  to 

(fl)  Nov.  4,  before  Lord  Den-  (<0  4  M.  &  S.  486. 

man  C.  J.,  Paiteton,  WiUiams  and  \e)  1  C.  M.  &  It  919. 

Coleridge  Js.  (/)  7  Cnr.  &  Pay.  181. 

(b)  8  B.  &  C.  7S7 ;  3  M.  &  R.  Ig)  Jan.  17,  before  Lord  Den- 
164.  man  C.  J.,  WiUiams  and  Coleridge 

(c)  Cited  14  East,  331,  in  note  Js  ;  LitiledaleJ.  was  absent  from 
to  Doe  V.  Thomas.  indisposilion. 
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the  custody  was  more  precise  than  in  this  case,  and  there 
also  the  rights  of  the  crown  were  in  some  degree  in  ques- 
tion. [Coleridge  J.  Could  this  survey  have  been  evidencci 
whilst  the  manor  remained  in  the  crown,  and  not  continue 
to  be  so?]  There  may  be  such  a  distinction.  But  this 
survey  would  not  be  receivable  in  either  case;  it  was  a 
document  of  a  private  nature  altogether. 

Talfourd  Serjt.,  Shepherd  and  Lumlej/^  contr4.     The 
document  was  admissible  either  as  a  survey  made  under 
the  authority  of  the  crown,  or  as  a  declaration  by  the  tenants 
respecting  the  boundary  of  the  manor.     I.  The  document 
was  produced  from  the  proper  custody;  having  been  pre- 
pared while  the  manor  belonged  to  the  crown,  it  remained 
as  a  matter  of  course  iu  the  duchy  office.     [Lord  Den- 
man  C.  J.   We  do  not  feel  pressed  with   the  argument 
founded  on  the  custody  of  the  document.]     Coming,  then, 
from  proper  custody,  it  is  receivable  in  like  manner  with 
the  extent  of  crown  lands,  which  was  admitted  in  evidence 
in  Rowe  v»  Brenion  (a).     Bayky  J.  held  in  that  case,  that 
it  would  have  been  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  officer  of  the 
Exchequer  to  suffer  a  document  to  be  there  received,  which 
had  not  been  duly  taken;  and  therefore  that  the  presump- 
tion arose  that  it  was  duly  taken.     The  argument,  therefore, 
as  to  there  being  no  commission,  falls  to  the  ground. 
[Coleridge  J.  I  do  not  see  what  necessity  there  could  be 
for  a  commission,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  surveyor  to  make 
the  survey  by  virtue  of  his  office.]     It  was  also  evidence  as 
a  survey  relating  to  crown  lands.    By  the  statute  4  Edw^  1, 
St.  J,  intituled  £x/en/cf  ilfaiterit,  continual  surveys  of  the 
possessions  of  the  crown  are  directed  to  be  taken.    This 
survey  appears  to  have  been  made  in  compliance  with  that 
statute.    In  The  Vicar  of  Kellington  v.  Trinity  College  (b), 
an  extent  was  received  without  the  proof  of  any  commis- 
sion having  issued. 

II.  The  document,  as  a  declaration  by  the  tenants  of  the 
manor,  was  evidence  of  reputation  as  to  the  boundary; 

(fl)  8  B.  &  C.  73r;  3  Mann.  &  Ry.  164.         (6)  1  Wils. JTO. 
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Nkhalis  V.  Purker{a\  Freeman  v.  PkiUipps  {b),  Bantes  v.  1838. 
Mawion{c).  The  Duke  of  Newcastle  v.  The  Hundred  of 
Broxiowe(d),  is  an  authority  to  shew  how  far  the  orders  of 
justicesi  on  a  question  of  boundary,  are  evidence  of  repu- 
tation of  a  fact  within  their  jurisdiction.  Reputation,  as  a 
matter  of  public  interest,  being  admissible,  it  is  quite  imma- 
terial whether  it  has  the  effect  of  enlarging  or  of  curtailing 
the  public  rights;  Drinkwaier  v.  Porter  {e),  Crease  v.  Bar- 
rettif). 

Cur*  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  ou  this  day,  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — On  the  trial  of  this  cause  before  me 
at  Gloucester,  I  rejected  a  document  tendered  in  evidence, 
as  to  the  admissibility  of  which  we  have  entertained  con- 
siderable doubt.  It  was  the  survey  of  the  manor  of  Min- 
sterworth,  parcel  of  the  possessions  of  the  duchy  of  Lan- 
caster, made  by  a  person  named  *'  deputy  to  Sir  J.  Poyntz, 
surveyor,  appointed  by  Queen  Elisabeth,  on  the  finding  of 
certain  tenants  of  the  manor,  at  a  court  of  survey."  The 
evidence  was  tendered  to  shew  what  were  the  boundaries 
of  the  manor.  The  action  was  in  trespass  on  plaintiff's 
close,  covered  with  water;  on  her  free  fishery;  and  on  her 
several  fishery;  with  a  count  for  trespass  in  carrying  away 
plaintiff's  fish.  Besides  the  general  issue,  defendant 
placed  several  justifications  on  the  record,  but  the  only 
one  on  which  the  trial  proceeded  was,  that  defendant,  and 
all  those  who  held  his  messuage  and  tenements  (abutting 
on  the  locus  in  quo)  for  sixty  years,  had  and  enjoyed  the 
privilege  of  fishing  for  lamperns  in  the  locus  in  quo. 
The  replication  stated,  that  plaintiff,  as  lady  of  the  manor 
of  Minsterworth,  and  all  those  who  8cc.,  had  enjoyed,  from 
time  beyond  memory,  the  sole  and  several  privilege  of  fish- 
ing on  the  close,  which  was  the  river  Severn  at  that  spot. 

{a)  14  East,  331,  n.  (i/)  4  B.  k  Ad.  273;   1  N.  k 

(b)  4  M.  &  S.  486.  M.  698. 

(r)  1  M.  &  S.  77.  (e)  7  C  &  P.  181. 

(/)  iC.M.acR.  919. 
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This  right  being  traversed^  it  was  necessary  to  shew  that 
the  locus  in  quo  was  in  the  manor  of  Minsterworth,  and 
the  survey  was  tendered  for  the  purpose  of  proving  it. 
On  the  argument  before  US|  the  admissibility  of  this  docu- 
ment was  mainly  rested  on  the  authority  of  Rawe  v.  Bren- 
dan (a),  where  the  Court  admitted  a  document  purporting 
to  be  an  extent  of  the  manor  of  Tewington,  temp.  Edw.  3, 
by  the  steward  of  the  king's  land,  on  this  side  Trent. 
They  decided  that  the  statute  applied  to  the  possessions  of 
the  duchy»  as  well  as  to  those  of  the  crown.  Whether 
the  statute  authorized  more  than  one  survey  to  be  made 
was  not  argued,  but  assuming  that  this  ought  to  be  done 
from  time  to  time,  the  Court  very  reasonably  inferred  from 
the  form  and  contents  of  the  document,  that  it  was  an  act 
of  official  duty  prescribed  by  that  statute.  The  question 
turned  there  wholly  on  the  right  of  the  conveutionary  tenants 
of  lands,  in  certain  manors  belonging  to  the  duchy,  to 
minerals  there  found.  The  document  stated  the  privileges 
enjoyed  by  such  tenants;  now  the  8th  section  of  the  statute 
4  Edw.  \,  directs  hiquiry  to  be  made  of  freeholders,  ser- 
vices, value  and  rent,  whether  they  follow  the  county  court, 
and  what  heriots  are  payable  to  the  lord;  and  the  Qth  sec- 
tion directs  inquiry  **  also  of  customary  tenantS|  that  is,  to 
wit|  how  many  there  be,  and  how  much  land  every  one  of 
them  holdethi  what  works  and  customs  he  doth,  and  what 
the  works  and  customs  of  every  tenant  be  worth  yearly, 
and  how  much  rent  of  assise  he  paid  yearly,  besides  the 
works  and  customs,  and  which  of  them  may  be  taxed  at  the 
will  of  the  lord,  and  which  not."  The  Court,  considering 
that  this  document  conveyed  direct  information  on  the  very 
point  in  issue,  and  might,  on  the  grounds  above  stated, 
have  been  in  exact  conformity  with  the  aforesaid  statute, 
were  surely  well  warranted  in  holding  the  instrument  au- 
thentic and  legitimate.  It  is  however  remarkable,  that  this 
statute  de  Extenta  Manerii  does  not  contain  the  word 
manor,  though  no  doubt  that  species  of  property  is  within 

(fl)  8  B.  &  C.  737;  3  Mann.  &  Ry.  164. 
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it.  But  It  gives  no  power  to  define  boundaries  of  manors.  1838. 
The  report  then  of  ihe  deputy  surveyor,  that  tlic  tenants  of 
a  particular  manor  had  at  a  court  of  survey  found  its  boun- 
daries, is  a  statement  wliich  they  were  not  authorized  by  Taylor. 
this  statute  to  make,  nor  he  to  receive.  And  the  contents 
of  this  document  do  not  bring  it  within  the  description  of 
proceeding  enjoined  by  this  statute.  If  this  be  so  (and  I 
may  observe  that  Rowe  v.  Brenton{a)  was  never  mentioned 
at  nisi  prius),  we  must  now  examine  the  argument  which  was 
then  pressed  on  my  consideration.  It  was  contended,  that 
though  the  proceeding  of  Sir  John  Poynlz^s  deputy  might 
have  no  legal  authority,  yet  the  reported  declaration  of  the 
tenants  of  the  manor  must  be  considered  good  evidence,  as 
shewing  the  reputation  of  that  time  in  respect  of  its  boun- 
daries. Freeman  v.  Phillipps  {b)  and  Crease  v»  Barrett  (c), 
were  cited  to  this  effect.  But  in  the  former  case  there  had 
been  an  actual  suit  in  the  Exchequer;  depositions  then  taken 
of  persons  representing  the  same  interest  as  that  of  defend- 
ant Freeman  were  produced.  The  only  presumption  then 
that  the  Court  had  to  make  was,  that  these  were  real  parties 
to  the  suit,  and  that  they  made  the  depositions  actually 
sworn  to  in  their  names.  In  the  latter  case  no  doubt 
existed  that  similar  depositions,  made  by  conventionary 
tenants,  in  answer  to  interrogatories,  were  the  real  state- 
ments of  parties  actually  interested  in  a  pending  proceeding, 
though  the  nature  of  it  (owing  to  the  loss  of  the  commis- 
sion) could  not  be  ascertained.  A  similar  presumption  of 
verity  in  the  proceedings,  was  the  only  thing  here  required 
to  make  the  depositions  good  evidence.  The  present  case  is 
entirely  different,  for  the  deputy  surveyor  of  the  duchy  does 
not  appear  to  have  had  any  authority  to  institute  the  inquiry, 
and,  stript  of  this  authority,  he  has  not  merely  no  right  to 
make  any  kind  of  return,  but  the  presumption  that  he  did 
make  it  falls  to  the  ground.  The  paper  may  have  been 
written  by  any  clerk  idling  in  the  office,   from  his  own 

(<i)  8  B.  &  C.  737;  3  Mnnn.  &         (6)  4  M.  k  S.  486. 
RjfU  104.  (r)  1  C.  M  <cR.919i 
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imagination,  or  compiled,  possibly,  by  some  interested  per- 
son, in  furtherance  of  a  sinister  object  of  his  own.  From 
these  considerations,  it  appears  that  the  document  was  no 
evidence  for  any  purpose. 

Rule  discharged. 


Tuesday, 
January  23d. 

The  defend- 
ant, who  was 
a  beneficed 
clergjman, 
granted,  in 
J 81 3,  an  an- 


MooRE  t;.  Ramsden,  Clerk. 

S[R  H^.H^.K)LL£rr,  in  Trinity  term,  1 836,  had  obtained 
a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  in  this  cause,  judgment  and  sequestration, 
should  not  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  of 

nuity, which  he  attorney  was  given  to  secure  an  annuity,  and  with  intent 
chaiiged  on  his  -^  7         .         .  .      . 

rectory  of  S.,    that  sequestration  might  issue,  charged  on  the  ecclesiastical 

a^iTiTOof years  '^^"^'^c^*  ^f  ^^^  defendant,  and  that  the  sequestration  is 

to  a  trustee,      kept  on  foot  as  a  charge  upon  the  said  benefices. 

and  other  an*       '^  appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was 

nuitics,  with     rector  of  Great  Stambridge,  and  vicar  of  Little  Wakering, 

thereby  ere-  >n  Essex,  in  1813  had  granted  to  £•  JP.  an  annuity  of  260/., 
ated,  were 

by  deed  transferred  to  the  plaintifF,  on  his  advancing  4400/.  to  take  them  up,  and  an 
annuity  of  574/.  9»,  grantea  him ;  ttie  defendant,  by  the  same  deed,  agun  demised  his 
rectory  of  S.  and  also  his  ? icarage  of  W.  for  a  term,  giving  power  to  the  plaintiff  to 
sequester  the  rectory  and  vicarage  respectively,  if  he  should  think  6t.  Tlie  deed  also 
stated  that  the  defendant  had  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney,  of  even  date  therewith, 
authorizing  the  plaintiflf  to  enter  up  judgment  for  BSOOL  (being  double  the  sura  ad- 
vanced), which  it  was  intended  should  be  a  collateral  security  only,  and  that  no  exe- 
cution should  issue  unless  the  annuity  was  in  arrear  for  twenty  days.  The  warrant  of 
attorney  recited  the  deed,  which  stated  the  grant  of  the  annuity  cif  1813,  and  of  the 
other  annuities,  and  the  transfer  of  them  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  grant  of  the  annuity 
of  574/.  9<. ;  and  "  for  tlie  further  securing  of  the  regular  payment  of  the  said  annuity 
or  yeariy  sum  of  574/.  9«."  &c.,  authorized  judgment  to  be  entered  up  against  the  de- 
fendant in  the  common  fomi. 

In  1839  the  plaintiff  brought  an  ejectment  to  recover  the  rectory  of  S.,  under  the 
term  granted  in  1813,  and  in  July,  1833,  obtained  possession.  In  June,  1833,  the 
annuity  being  861/.  in  arrear,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  a  levari  facias,  and  sequestered  the 
vicarage  of  W.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  in  Trinity  term,  1836,  to  set  aside  the 
warrant  of  attorney,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  a  charge  on  a  benefice,  and  the  seques- 
tration, on  the  ground  of  its  being  kept  in  force  to  satisfy  arrears  subsequently  accruing, 
nil  arrears  due  at  the  droe  of  the  sequestration  issuinz  bavins  been  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  S.:-Held,  6  6  1- 

1st.  That  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not  void,  as  it  did  not  in  terms  chai^  tlie  be- 
nefice. 

2ud.  That  the  sequestration  was  valid,  as  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  appropriate  tlie 
profits  of  S.  to  the  new  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  to  keep  the  sequestration  on  foot 
till  the  old  arrears  of  861/.  were  levied  out  of  W. 
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which  he  secured  by  a  demise  of  his  rectory  to  a  trustee  for 
her,  for  ninety-nine  years.  In  I8I6  he  granted  to  T.  H.  F. 
an  annuity  of  9il.j  which  he  also  secured  by  a  demise  of 
his  rectory.  In  1820  he  granted  to  7.G.  an  annuity  of  80/.| 
which  he  secured  by  a  demise  of  the  vicarage  to  a  trustee. 
In  1893  he  granted  to  B.  F.  an  annuity  of  200/.,  which  he 
secured  in  like  manner  on  both  the  rectory  and  the  vicarage. 
In  1885,  by  an  indenture  of  fourteen  parts,  these  several 
annuities,  and  the  different  terms  created  by  them,  were 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  as  chairman  of  the  British  Annuity 
Company,  who  thereupon  advanced  to  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  4400/.  for  the  purpose  of  taking  them  up.  The 
deed  then  contained  a  grant  to  the  plaintiff  of  an  aiuiuity  of 
574/.  9^.,  with  power  to  enter  and  distrain  upon  the  rectory 
and  vicarage  upon  any  quarterly  payment  being  in  arrear 
for  twenty-one  days,  and  to  take  the  rents  and  profits. 
It  also  contained  a  demise  of  the  rectory  and  vicarage, 
for  one  hundred  years,  to  a  trustee  for  the  Company, 
and  also  gave  power  to  the  Company  to  sequester  the 
rectory  and  vicarage  respectively,  if  they  should  deem  it 
necessary,  if  the  annuity  were  unpaid  for  thirty  days.  The 
deed  also  stated  that  the  defendant  had  executed  a  warrant 
of  attorney,  of  even  date  therewith,  authorizing  the  plaintiff 
to  enter  up  judgment  for  8800/.,  and  that  it  was  intended 
the  judgment  should  be  a  collateral  security  only  for  the 
better  payment  of  the  annuity ;  and  that  no  execution  should 
be  issued  out  upon  the  said  judgment  unless  a  quarterly 
payment  of  the  annuity  should  be  in  arrear  for  twenty  days. 
The  defendant  also  covenanted,  that  on  the  annuity  being 
in  arrear  twenty  days,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff 
to  issue  out  execution  upon  that  judgment  for  the  recovery 
of  the  arrears  of  the  said  annuity.  The  warrant  of  at- 
torney, after  reciting  the  deed  of  fourteen  parts  and  the 
assignment  of  the  different  annuities  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
grant  of  the  annuity  to  him  of  574/.  9s.,  proceeded  thus : 
"  now  therefore,  for  the  further  securing  of  the  regular 
payment  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  574/.  9^.^ 


182  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN *S  BENCH, 

1838.  these  are  to  desire  and  authorize  you,  the  said  attoruies," 
&c.— concluding  in  the  common  form,  with  an  authority  to 
enter  up  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  8800/. 

Judgment  was  entered  up  against  the  defendant  on  this 
warrant  of  attorney  on  3d  March,  1885.  In  1833  the  an- 
nuity to  the  plaintiflf  having  fallen  in  arrear,  a  levari  focias 
was  issued  out, indorsed  to  recover  the  sum  of  86 1/.  13s. 6^. 
arrears,  upon  which  writ  the  Bishop  of  London  granted  a 
sequestration  of  the  vicarage  of  Little  Wakering.  In 
March,  1836,  the  defendant  took  the  benefit  of  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act.  By  the  affidavits  in  answer  it  ap- 
peared, that  the  principal  facts  in  the  above  affidavits  had 
been  brought  before  the  Court  on  the  former  application 
in  this  case,  when  the  Court  refused  to  set  aside  the  warrant 
of  attorney  and  sequestration  (a).  After  this  decision  of  the 
Court,  the  Company,  in  1832,  brought  an  ejectment  for  the 
rectory  of  Great  Stambridge,  and  recovered  a  verdict 
thereon,  and  obtained  possession  in  1833(6).  The  affida- 
vits also  stated  that  the  net  amount  of  the  monies  received 
on  the  sequestration  of  Little  Wakering  had  not  exceeded 
the  sum  of  201/.  7s.  6d.,  and  that  all  the  monies  received 
from  the  defendant  and  from  the  profits  of  the  two  be- 
nefices were  insufficient  to  discharge  the  arrears  of  his 
annuity. 

Kel/y  and  Channetl  shewed  cause  in  Trinity  term  last(c). 
With  the  exception  of  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  insolvency, 
the  whole  of  this  case  has  been  before  the  Court  already,  and 
disposed  of.  In  Michaelmas  term,  183 1,  a  rule  was  obtained 
to  set  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney  and  the  sequestration, 
on  the  ground  that  the  former  was  a  charge  upon  the  eccle- 
siastical benefices  of  the  defendant;  and  in  Hilary  term, 
1832,  the  Court  discharged  that  part  of  the  rule  which 

(a)  3  B.  &  Ad.  917,  n.  (c)  May  39iid,  before  Lord  Den- 

(6)  Due  d.  Moore  v.  R4im$den,  man  C.J.,  LUtledale,  PalUton,  and 

1  N.  &  M.  489;  S.  C  noro.  Doe  Willkmt,  J8« 

d.  WUfu  v.  Ramtden^A  B.  &  Ad.  608. 
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sought  to  set  aside  the  warrant  of  attorney,  and  referred  it  1838. 
to  the  Master  to  ascertain  whether  any  more  had  been  re- 
ceived under  the  sequestration  than  the  arrears  due  (d).  This 
is  an  attempt  therefore  to  open  a  rule,  which  the  Court  will 
not  permit :  Hosset  v.  Hartley  {a).  The  additional  fact  of 
the  defendant  having  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act, 
is  quite  immaterial ;  for  in  Bishop  v.  Hatch  (A),  where  the 
question  was  fully  discussed^  it  was  decided  that  a  benefice 
does  not  pass  by  the  assignment  under  the  Insolvent  Debt- 
ors'Act,  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57-  Supposing  it,  however^  to  be  a 
new  question,  the  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  asks  two 
things;  first,  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  should  be  set 
aside,  as  a  charge  on  an  ecclesiastical  benefice ;  second, 
that  the  sequestration  should  be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of 
its  being  a  continuing  charge. 

I.  Although  a  warrant  of  attorney  may  be  given  for  the  First  point : 
express  purpose  of  creating  a  charge  upon  a  benefice,  the  attorney, giviii 

Court  will  not  set  it  aside,  unless  it  does  in  terms  and  in  joclKirgea 

'  .  .  bcDenceyisnot 

fact  create  a  charge  upon  the  livnig,  contrary  to  the  pro-  void,  unless  in 

visions  of  13  Eliz.  c.  £0.  In  Colebrook  v.  Laylon{c),  ^^^Jl 
where  it  clearly  appeared  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  charge, 
given  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  charge  upon  the  bene- 
fice, the  Court  refused  to  set  it  aside,  because  it  did  not 
in  fact  create  a  charge  different  to  what  any  other  judgment 
creditor  could  obtain.  This  also  was  the  principle  of  the 
decision  of  the  Court  on  the  former  discussion  of  this  case : 
Moore  v.  Ramsden(d),  and  in  other  cases; — Britten  v. 
fVait  (c),  Johnson  v.  Brasier  {/),  Saltmarshe  v.  Hewett  (g). 
In  Johnson  v.  Brazier  the  defeasance  on  the  warrant  of  attor- 
ney did  state  that  it  was  given  to  secure  an  annuity  granted 
by  the  defendant;  but  the  Court  would  not  call  for  the  deeds 
to  ascertain  whether  the  deeds  granting  the  annuity  were  valid 

(fl)  5  N.  &  M.  415.  (rf)  3  B.  &  Ad.  917,  n. 

{b)  1  A.  &  E.  171 ;  5.  C.  3  N.  (e)  3  B.  &  Ad.  915. 

k  M.  498.  (/)  3  N»  &  M.  6544 

(c)  4  B.  &  Ad.  578.  Q?)  3  N.  &  M.  656. 
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Second  point: 
A  sequestm- 
tion  will  not 
be  set  aside,  if 
it  appears  that 
any  part  of 
the  arreai-s  is 
unsatisfied. 
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or  not  In  the  present  case  it  does  not  at  all  appear  from 
the  warrant  of  attorney  that  it  is  given  as  a  charge  on  the 
benefices,  and  it  is  expressly  stated  that  it  is  only  given  as  a 
collateral  security. 

II.  There  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sequestra*' 
tion.  In  the  former  case  (a)  the  Court  would  not  allow 
the  sequestration  to  stand,  because  it  appeared  that  no 
arrears  were  due  of  the  sum  for  which  it  issued ;  but  it 
appears  here«  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  monies  received 
under  this  sequestration  have  not  been  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  sum  indorsed  on  the  levari  facias. 


Sir  fV.  W.  Folleti,  contri.  This  is  a  different  case,  with 
a  different  state  of  facts,  from  the  former  case  of  Moore  v. 
Ram$d€n{d).  The  sequestration  there  was  of  both  the 
livings ;  in  this  case  it  is  only  of  Little  Wakeriug.  The  rule 
referred  to  therefore  does  not  apply; 

First  point.  I*  The  principle  of  the  decision  in  Saltmarshe  v.  Hew- 

ett  (b)  governs  this  case.  There  the  warrant  of  attorney 
was  stated  to  be  given  as  a  collateral  security  only,  which  is 
a  point  relied  on  here,  and  it  directed  judgment  to  be  en- 
tered up,  and  execution  to  issue,  if  the  annuity  should  be 
in  arrear.  The  Court,  however,  held  that  "enough  ap- 
peared to  shew  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  to  charge 
the  benefice."  Can  there  be  any  doubt,  on  looking  at  this 
warrant  of  attorney,  that  it  was  also  given  as  a  charge  ?  In 
Johnson  v.  Brasier  (c),  the  warrant  of  attorney  was  in  the 
common  form,  and  there  was  nothing  in  it  to  shew  that  there 
was  a  charge  on  the  benefice. 

Second  point.  H.  Even  if  the  warrant  of  attorney  be  held  good,  the 
sequestration  must  be  set  aside,  for  it  is  clearly  kept  up  as 
a  continuing  charge.  The  plaintiff  states  that  only  201/. 
has  been  recovered  under  the  sequestration  of  Little 
Wakering;  but  he  has  recovered  the  rectory  of  Great 
Stambridge  by  ejectment,  and  he  therefore  may  have  re- 


(a)  3B.&Ad.9U,n. 
(6)  3  N.  &  M.  656. 


(c)  3  N.  &  M.  654. 
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ceived  from  that  benefice  sufficient  to  make  up^  with  what 
be  has  received  under  the  sequestratiou,  the  whole  86 1/. 
It  is  clear  therefore  the  sequestration  is  continued  to  satisfy 
arrears  accruing  since  it  issued. 

Cur.  adv.  valt. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — In  this  case  it  appeared^  that  in  181 3| 
i.  e.  in  the  interval  between  the  43  &  67  Geo.  S,  when  the 
IS  Elix.  was  repealed,  the  defendant  being  the  incumbent 
of  the  rectory  of  Stambridge,  in  consideration  of  a  loan 
from  plaintiff,  agreed  to  charge  his  said  living  with  an 
annuity,  and  to  demise  it,  in  case  of  non-payment^  to  a 
trustee  for  plaintiff,  for  securing  both  such  payments  as 
might  then  be  due,  and  such  as  might  thereafter  become 
due.  Under  this  deed  the  trustee  recovered  by  ejectment, 
in  1835,  possession  of  the  rectory,  and  has  received  the 
profits  thereof  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit.  In  182/?,  when 
the  repeal  of  43  Geo.  3  had  restored  the  operation  of  13 
Eliz.,  defendantfin  consideration  of  further  advances,  granted 
another  annuity  to  plaintiff,  and  secured  it  both  on  the 
rectory  and  on  another  living,  of  which  he  was  incumbent, 
viz.  Little  Wakering.  One  of  the  instruments  executed  by 
defendant  on  that  occasion  was  a  deed  of  fourteen  parts, 
demising  the  living,  authorizing  plaintiff  to  enter  upon  the 
premises  and  distrain  for  the  annuity,  and  to  sequester  the 
living:  it  recited  the  intention  to  execute  a  warrant  of 
attorney,  of  even  date,  as  a  collateral  security  only  for  the 
better  payment  of  the  annuity,  that  no  execution  should 
ijisue  until  after  twenty  days'  default,  but  that  in  such  case 
it  should  be  lawful  for  plaintiff  to  sue  out  such  execution  or 
executions  as  he  should  think  fit.  The  warrant  of  attorney 
expressly  refers  to  the  annuity  deed,  reciting  these  pro- 
visions, after  a  statement  of  the  negociations  between  these 
parties  and  others  respecting  money  raised  for  defendant's 
benefit;  and  for  further  securing  the  regular  payment  of 
the  annuity,  authorizes  judgment  to  be  entered  up  forthwith 
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1838.  against  him  for  8800/.,  being  donble  the  amount  of  monies 
advanced  by  plaintiff  to  him,  or  for  his  benefit;  but  no 
power  to  sequester  is  either  expressly  given,  or  by  reference 
to  the  indenture.  And  as  the  whole  amount  of  the  arrears 
due  exceeds  the  profits  of  the  rectory  of  Stambridge  actu- 
ally received  by  200/.,  the  plaintiff  has  issued  execution  for 
this  sum,  and  sequestered  Little  Wakering  to  raise  it.  The 
defendant  obtained  a  rule  for  setting  aside  the  warrant  of 
attorney,  judgment  and  sequestration,  on  the  ground  that 
they  were  charges  on  an  ecclesiastical  benefice ;  and  we 
(i.  e.  my  brothers  LiUledaUy  Paiieson  and  Williams,  and  I,) 
have  heard  the  case  argued. 

The  very  same  motion  was  previously  made  by  the  same 
defendant  in  the  same  cause,  and  in  Hilary  term,  1832,  the 
rule  was  discharged  by  Lord  Tenterden  and  my  brother 
Palteson.  We  cannot,  however,  properly  act  upon  that 
decision,  because  the  short  note  of  it  proves  that  the  facts 
were  not  quite  correctly  brought  before  the  Court,  inasmuch 
as  on  looking  at  the  warrant  of  attorney,  as  set  out  in  the 
affidavit,  we  find  it  to  contain  no  defeasance  whatever,  and 
no  mention  of  sequestering,  but  merely  the  common  autho- 
rity to  enter  up  judgment  for  double  the  sum  secured. 
Such  a  warrant  of  attorney  has  in  no  case  been  held  a 
charging  of  the  benefice.  And  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to 
discuss  the  decision  in  Saltmarshe  v.  Hewelt  (a),  or  that  in 
Newland  v.  Wathin  (Jb),  on  which  it  was  in  a  great  measure 
founded.  But  as  we  have  been  led  to  a  perusal  and  exami- 
nation of  the  numerous  cases  that  have  occurred  of  late 
years,  we  think  it  right  to  state,  that  Newland  v.Watkin{b\ 
which  is  very  shortly  reported  in  9  Bing,,  accompanied  by 
no  judgment  of  the  Court  beyond  a  direction  in  what  form 
the  rule  should  be  made  absolute,  is  given,  with  the  full 
argument  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  the  Law  Journal  (c). 

The  sequestration  then  of  Little  Wakering  has  taken 
place  under  a  warrant  of  attorney,  which  is  not  a  charging 

(a)  3  N.  &  M.  66(5.  (r)  Vol.  i.  N.  S.  C.  P.  p;  Uf. 

(6)  9Bing.1id. 
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of  the  benefice.  But  the  application  was  to  set  aside  the  1838. 
sequestration,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  issued  for  arrears 
subsequently  accruing,  all  that  was  due  at  the  time  having 
been  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  Stambridge.  But  we  think 
plaintiflf  has  a  right  to  apply  these  proceeds  as  he  thinks 
proper,  and  may  keep  those  latter  proceeds  on  account  of 
the  new  arrears,  while  he  keeps  those  of  Little  Wakering 
for  such  as  became  due  before. 

The  rule  must  be  therefore  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


PuGH  V.  Griffith,  Esq.  Wedneiday, 

Jan,5Ut. 
Trespass.     The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  defend-  Where  a  she- 
ant,  on  the  Ist  of  October,  1835,  and  on  other  days  and  "ff^wlaw- 

'  '  ^  •'  fully  in  a  room, 

times^  broke  and  entered  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plain-  occupied  by  an 

tiff,  made  a  great  noise  and  disturbance,  and  stayed  and  of  thrpU'm-^ 

continued  there  for  a  long  time,  and  broke  open  and  broke  ^^^t  ^n  ">> 

to  pieces  and  damaged  divers  doors  of  and  belonging  to  house,  and 

the  said  dwelling-house,  and  broke  to  pieces,  damaged  and  ^^^  entered 

spoiled  divers  locks,  bolts,  staples,  and  hinges  of  the  said  the  dwelling 

doors,  and  wherewith  the  same  were  fastened,  and  seized  l™"5«Ji." 

open  door 

and  took  divers  goods  and  chattels,  deeds,  writings,  agree-  comrounlcni- 
nients,  and  papers  of  the  plaintift  in  the  said  dwelling-  thetwotene- 
house,  and   carried    away  the   same,  and   converted  and  ments, in  order 
disposed  of  them  to  his  own  use.     The  defendant  pleaded,  plaintiff's 
as  to  the  seizing  the  deeds,  agreements,  papers,  and  writ-  Ko^»  ""der  a 
ings,  not  guilty ;  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  trespasses,  having  seized 
that  JRoberl  James  sued  and  prosecuted  out  of  the  Court  jJlfaS?ei^cw?y 
of  Exchequer  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  directed  to  the  sheriff  them  away 

of   Montgomeryshire,    and    commanding    him     to     levy  self  opening 

the  outer  door, 
which  was  locked,  neither  the  platntifT  nor  any  one  on  his  behalf  being  present  whom 
the  sheriff  could  request  to  open  the  door:^Held,  he  was  justified  iu  breaking  the 
ourer  door  and  the  lock  thereof,  in  order  to  carry  away  the  goods. 

In  pleading  the  above  facts  as  n  justification  in  trespo&s,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
defendant  to  aver  that  the  trespass  did  not  happen  through  his  own  defnuli;  as  such 
a  fact  should  be  replied  affirmatively  by  the  plaintiff. 
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1838.  55/.  1$.  4id.,  which  Jottes  had  recovered  against  the  plaiti- 
tiflfi  which  writ  was  delivered  to  the  defendaDt,  being  sheriff 
of  the  said  county,  by  virtue  of  which  the  defendant,  then 
lawfully  being  in  a  certain  room  in  and  part  of  the  dwelU 
ing-house,  and  which  room  was  occupied  by  JEtizabtth 
Davii,  as  tenant  to  the  plaintiff,  entered  into  the  residue  of 
the  dwelling-house  through  the  door  communicating  be- 
tween the  room  so  occupied  by  £•  X).  and  the  residue  of 
the  dwelling-house,  the  same  being  then  open,  in  order  to 
seize  and  take  in  execution  the  goods  and  chattels  being  in 
the  dwelling-house  for  the  purpose  of  levying  the  said 
monies,  and  did  seize  and  take  in  execution  the  same,  and 
did  levy  a  part  of  the  said  monies ;  and  because  certain 
doors  of  the  said  dwelling-house  were  shut,  locked,  and 
fastened  with  the  said  locks,  bolts,  staples,  and  hinges,  so 
that  the  defendant  could  not  seize,  take,  and  carry  away 
the  said  goods  and  chattels  to  levy  the  said  monies,  or 
execute  the  said  writ,  without  forcing  and  breaking  open 
the  said  doors,  the  defendant  did  force  and  break  open  the 
said  doors,  and  in  so  doing  did  necessarily  a  little  break 
and  damage  the  same,  and  also  a  little  break  to  pieces, 
damage  and  spoil  the  said  locks,  bolts,  staples,  and  hinges, 
doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the  plaintiff,  and  stayed 
and  continued  in  the  house,  &c.  The  plaintiff  joined 
issue  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty ;  and  as  to  the  second  plea 
newly  assigned,  that  he  brought  his  action  not  for  the  tres- 
passes in  that  plea  mentioned,  but  for  that  the  defendant  at 
the  several  days  and  times  &c.  broke  and  entered  the  outer 
door  of  the  dwelling-house,  and  broke  and  entered  the 
dwelling-house  on  other  and  different  occasions,  and  at 
other  and  different  times,  and  in  other  and  different  parts 
of  the  said  dwelling-house  than  in  the  second  plea  men- 
tioned, which  trespasses  newly  assigned  were  other  and 
different  trespasses.  The  defendant  pleaded  to  this  new 
assignment,  first,  as  to  the  trespasses  newly  assigned,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  breaking  the  outer  door  of  the  dwelling- 
house  and  entering  the  same,  not  guilty;  and  as  to  the 
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breaking  and  entering  the  door  of  the  dwelling-house  and 
entering  the  same,  the  defendant  says,  that  the  writ  of 
fieri  facias  having  been  so  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and 
he  having  so  entered  the  dwelling-house  to  seize  the 
goods,  &€.,  he  did  seize  the  said  goods ;  and  because 
the  outer  door  of  the  dwelling-house  was  shut  and 
fastened,  so  that  the  defendant  could  not  take  and  carry 
awaj  the  goods  in  order  to  levy  the  money,  or  execute  the 
writ,  without  opening  the  outer  door;  and  because  neither 
the  plaintiff,  nor  any  person  on  his  behalf,  was  in  the 
house,  so  that  the  defendant  could  request  the  plaintiff 
or  such  other  person  to  open  the  outer  door;  the  defend- 
ant, for  the  purpose  last  mentioned,  did  open  the  outer 
door,  and  in  so  doing  did  necessarily  and  unavoidably  a 
little  break  the  same,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  did  then  take  and  carry  away 
the  said  goods  for  the  purpose  and  in  order  to  levy  the 
monies,  and  in  so  doing  the  defendant  did  necessarily  and 
unavoidably  go  out  of  and  re-enter  the  said  dwelling-house 
by  the  outer  door  thereof,  the  same  outer  door  being  open  at 
the  time  of  such  re-entry,  in  order  to  take  and  carry  away  the 
said  goods  for  the  purpose  aforesaid.  As  to  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue,  the  plaintiff  joined  issue;  and  as  to  the  second 
plea  to  the  new  assignment  the  plaintiff  newly  assigned, 
that  he  brought  his  action  not  for  the  trespasses  in  the  in- 
troductory part  of  the  second  plea  to  the  new  assignment, 
but  for  that  he  the  defendant,  on  the  several  days  and  times 
in  the  declaration  and  new  assignment  mentioned,  broke 
to  pieces,  damaged  and  spoiled  the  locks,  bolts,  staples, 
and  hinges  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  which  locks, 
bolts,  staples,  and  hinges  were  appertaining,  belonging, 
and  fixed  to  the  outer  door  of  the  said  dwelling-house, 
and  wherewith  the  same  was  fastened.  To  this  second 
new  assignment  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty; 
second,  as  to  the  breaking  to  pieces,  damaging,  and  spoil- 
ing one  lock,  one  bolt,  and  one  staple,  parcel  of  the  locks, 
bolts,  and  staples  in  the  last  new  assignment  mentioned. 
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1838.        that  the  said  writ  of  fieri   facias   having  so  issued,  and 
*^"^*^      having  been  so  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  the  defend- 
V.  ant  having  entered,  &c.  did  seize  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff; 

Gsf FFiTB.  mij  because  ihe  outer  door  was  shut  and  fastened  with  the 
said  one  lock,  one  bolt,  and  one  staple,  so  that  the  defend- 
ant could  not  take  and  carry  away  the  said  goods,  or  execute 
the  said  writ,  without  opening  the  outer  door,  nor  could 
the  defendant  upon  that  occasion  open  the  said  outer  door 
so  fastened  as  aforesaid  without  a  little  breaking,  damaging, 
and  spoiling  the  said  lock,  bolt,  and  staple ;  and  because 
neither  the  plaintiff,  nor  any  person  on  his  behalf,  was  in 
the  house,  so  that  the  defendant  could  request  the  plaintiff, 
or  such  other  person,  to  open  the  said  outer  door,  did  open 
the  said  door,  and  in  so  doing  did  necessarily  and  unavoid- 
ably a  little  break  to  pieces,  damage,  and  spoil  the  said  lock, 
bolt,  and  staple  there  appertaining  and  lielonging  to  the  said 
outer  door,  and  wherewith  the  same  was  fastened,  doing  no 
unnecessary  damage.  To  this  plea  to  the  second  new 
assignment  there  was  a  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  of  de- 
murrer, that  the  defendant  by  his  plea  admits  and  acknoM'- 
ledges  the  breaking  to  pieces,  damaging,  and  spoiling  the 
one  lock,  bolt,  and  staple,  appertaining,  belonging,  and  fixed 
to  the  outer  door  of  the  said  dwelling-house,  and  wherewith 
the  outer  door  was  fastened;  and  attempts  to  justify  the 
same  breaking,  damaging,  and  spoiling  of  the  said  lock, 
bolt,  and  staple,  under  the  execution  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias.  To  this  plea  to  the  second  new  assignment 
the  plaintiff  joined  in  demurrer. 

Jervis  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  judgment  on  this  record.  The  defendant  admits 
the  breaking  of  the  plaintiff's  outer  door,  but  shews  no 
sufficient  excuse  for  so  doing.  From  the  earliest  times  it 
has  been  held,  that  a  sheriff  is  not  justified  in  breaking 
open  the  outer  door  of  a  party  in  civil  process,  13  Edw.4, 
9  a;  Semayae's  case{a).  It  is  true  that  the  sheriff  avers, 
(<i)  5  Rep.  91  a. 
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that  he  peaceably  and  quietly  entered  the  plaintiff's  house, 
but  he  does  not  allege  that  he  entered  through  the  outer 
door.     Why  did  he  not  return  the  same  way  by  which  he 
came  in?     If  a  sheriff  gets  into  a  house  peaceably,  but  not 
through  the  outer  door,  he  must  get  out  the  same  way,  if 
the  outer  door  be  closed.     If,  being  lawfully  in  the  house, 
he  be  locked  in,  he  might  be  justified   in  breaking  the 
outer  door  to  get  out.    But  nothing  of  the  kind  appears  on 
this  record ;  and  it  may  very  well  be,  that  the  sheriff  having 
got  into  the  house,  locked  himself  in  through  clumsiness. 
It  is  true  that  in  Lee  v.  Gansel(a\  it  was  thrown  out  that  the 
privilege  of  the  outer  door  in  execution  of  even  civil  pro- 
cess is  to  be  construed  very  strictly;  and  that  that  case  has 
been  confirmed  by  Hutchison  v.  Birch  {b),  and  Lloyd  v. 
Sandilafids{c),  which  decided,  that,  where  an  officer  has 
entered  peaceably  through  the  outer  door,  he  may  break 
open  the  inner  doors;  he  may  also  break  into  or  enter 
buildings  not  parcel  of  the  dwelling-house;  Penton  v. 
Brofwne(d).    But  all  these  cases  point  out  that  the  outer 
door  of  a  dwelling-house  is  privileged;  and  the  principle 
of  the  decisions  is,  that  in  the  eye  of  the  law  a  man's 
house  is  his  castle,  which  is  not  to  be  invaded;  Foster^s 
Discourses  on  Crown  Law{e);  and  also,  that  the  security 
of  property  under  the  protection  of  a  dwelling-house  is 
not  to  be  interfered  with.     In  Buckenham  v.  Francis  (f), 
which  was    trespass    for   breaking   the    plaintiff*'s   outer 
door,  and  entering  his  dwelling-house,  a  similar  plea  in 
effect  to  the  defendant's  in  this  case  was  pleaded ;  for  it 
stated,  as  to  the  breaking  and  entering  the  dwelling-house, 
the  delivery  of  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  by  virtue  of  which  the  de- 
fendant peaceably  and  quietly  entered  the  plaintiff's  house 
to  seize  8cc.,  and  that  in  so  doing  the  defendant  did  neces- 
sarily make  a  little  noise  and  disturbance  &c.     It  was  con- 
tended upon  this  plea,  that  it  could  not  be  assumed  the 
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(4)  1  Cowp.  1. 

lb)  4  Taunt.  620. 
(c)  8  Taunt.  250. 
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1838.        defendant  broke  the  outer  door;  the  plea  however  was  held 
'^"^^      bad.    Admitting,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  got  lawfully 
V.  into  the  plaintiff's  house,  his  only  justification  for  breaking 

Oriffitb.  ijjg  ^^j^j.  j^^j.  ^^  ggj  ^^^  would  have  been,  that  the  plain- 
tiff locked  him  in,  as  in  White  v.  Wiliiheire(a),  Breaking 
an  outer  door  to  get  out  of  a  house  is  burglary;  and  if  the 
excuse  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  be  sufficient,  he  would 
be  justified  in  knocking  down  the  lintels  of  the  door«way 
on  the  side  of  the  house,  if  any  of  the  articles  he  had 
seized  were  too  large  to  be  taken  out  at  the  entrance  where 
he  himself  had  got  admission. 

Webby  for  the  defendant.  It  is  distinctly  alleged  in  the 
special  pleas  to  the  declaration,  and  to  the  first  new  assign- 
ment, that  the  defendant  being  lawfully  in  that  part  of  the 
house  which  was  in  the  occupation  of  Elizabeth  Davie, 
peaceably  and  quietly  entered  into  the' residue  of  the  house 
through  the  door  communicating  between  them,  it  being 
cpen,  in  order  to  take  the  goods  in  execution ;  and  because 
the  outer  door  of  the  house  was  fastened,  and  there  was 
no  one  whom  he  could  request  to  open  it,  therefore  he 
broke  it,  in  order  to  take  the  goods  out  in  execution  of  the 
writ.  It  sufficiently  appears  on  the  face  of  these  allega- 
tions taken  together,  that  the  outer  door  was  not  fastened 
by  the  defendant  himself,  or  any  person  over  whom  he  had  a 
control.  If  it  had  been,  that  might  have  been  new  assigned. 
And  as  the  defendant  could  not  know  by  whom  the  door 
had  in  fact  been  fastened^  he  could  not  allege  it  in  the  plea. 
Then,  it  being  assumed  that  the  pleas  are  sufficient  as  to 
this  point,  they  disclose  a  perfect  defence.  The  defendant 
could  not  remain  in  the  house  for  an  indefinite  period ;  and 
if  it  be  said  that  he  might  have  returned  the  way  he  came, 
yet  he  could  not  take  the  goods  that  way  without  commit- 
ting a  trespass.  Besides,  it  appears  that  the  door  spoken 
of,  was  the  only  outer  door  of  the  whole  house.  In  Lee 
V.  Gan$el{b),  Lord  Manffield  says,  that  this  privilege  of  the 

(c)  2  Roll.  Rep.  137;  Cro.  Jac.  (b)  1  Cowp.  1. 

555;  Palm.  53. 
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outer  door,  which  is  not  a  privilege  of  the  debtor  himself^  1B38. 
but  is  annexed  to  the  house  and  door  for  the  protection 
of  the  inmates,  is  to  be  construed  strictly,  and  not  ex* 
tended.  The  case  which  comes  nearest  to  the  present  is 
that  of  While  v.  Wilt$heire{a),  which,  though  not  precisely 
in  point,  shews  that  there  may  be  circumstances  of  neces* 
sity  or  constraint  which  may  justify  the  sheriff  in  breaking 
the  outer  door.  There  can  be  no  distinction  in  principle 
between  cases  where  the  debtor  himself  locks  the  sheriff 
into  the  house,  and  where  it  is  locked  by  some  person  over 
whom  the  sheriff  has  no  control,  and  neither  the  plaintiff 
uor  any  other  person  on  his  behalf  is  there  to  open  it 
In  Bucktnham  v.  Franch  (6),  the  plea  was  clearly  bad,  for 
not  shewing  that  the  outer  door  was  open  when  the  de* 
fendant  entered.  As  to  the  illustration  drawn  from  the 
law  of  burglary,  that  is  rather  in  favour  of  the  defendant's 
argument,  since  at  common  law  breaking  into  a  house  only 
was  burglary;  and  it  is  by  an  express  statutable  provision 
(7  &  8  G«o.  4|  c.  fi9»  s*  1 1)»  that  breaking  out,  after  the  com- 
mission of  a  felony  in  the  house,  was  made  so. 

Jervii  in  reply.  The  plea  in  Whiit  v.  fVik$heire(fi)  is 
an  answer  to  the  whole  of  the  argument  on  the  other  side. 
If  the  defendant  had  locked  the  sheriff  in,  it  is  admitted  he 
would  have  been  justified  in  breaking  out.  As  to  his  not 
being  able  to  go  out  the  way  he  came  in  without  commit- 
ting a  trespass,  that  was  his  own  fault,  and  his  course  was, 
either  to  wait  till  he  had  leave,  or  to  take  the  risk  upon 

himself  of  committing  a  trespass. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Dbnmam  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.  After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  lordship  continued 
thus: — Upon  this  state  of  the  pleadings  it  appears  that  the 
defendant,  in  his  plea  to  the  declaration,  has  justified  the 
breaking  and  entering  the  house,  and  seizing  the  goods 

(fl)  9  Roll.  Rf  p.  187 ;  Cro.  Jsc.  565 ;  Palm.  69.      (O  1  i  B.  Moore,  40. 
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1838.  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias.  He  does  not  allege  in  the  plea 
that  the  outer  door  was  open,  which  is  generally  necessary, 
but  he  says  that  he  was  lawfully  in  a  part  of  the  house  in 
the  occupation  of  a  lodger ;  and  if  the  communication  be* 
tween  the  part  of  the  house  occupied  by  the  lodger  and 
the  rest  of  the  house  should  be  in  the  nature  of  an  outer 
door  for  the  protection  of  the  plaintiff's  house,  there  is  an 
averment  in  the  plea,  that  the  communication  between  the 
two  was  open,  and  therefore  the  entry  into  the  part  occu- 
pied by  the  plaintiif  was  authorized.  The  plaintiff  in  an- 
swer to  this  says,  the  matters  justified  in  the  plea  are  not 
what  he  complains  of;  and  he  says  he  brought  his  action 
not  for  that,  but  for  breaking  the  outer  door  and  entering 
the  house  on  other  occasions,  and  at  other  times,  and  in 
different  parts  of  the  house.  The  defendant's  answer  to 
this  new  assignment  is,  that  in  order  to  take  the  goods  out 
of  the  house  it  was  necessary  to  open  the  outer  door;  and, 
as  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  any  body  on  his  behalf  was  there, 
so  that  a  request  could  be  made  to  them,  he  opened  it. 
The  plaintiff  in  answer  says  by  another  new  assignment, 
that  he  did  not  bring  his  action  for  that,  but  for  breaking 
the  locks,  bolts,  staples,  and  hinges  of  the  outer  door.  It  is 
to  be  observed,  that  in  the  first  new  assignment  the  plaintiff 
says  nothing  about  the  locks,  bolts,  staples,  and  hinges,  and 
as  the  plaintiff  has  in  that  new  assignment  confined  his  com- 
plaint to  breaking  the  outer  door,  and  breaking  and  enter- 
ing the  house,  he  cannot  carry  his  second  new  assignment 
beyond  the  first  new  assignment.  A  question  may  at  first 
appear  to  arise,  whether  this  second  new  assignment  is  not 
bad  altogether;  but  we  think  not,  because,  under  the  com- 
plaint of  breaking  the  outer  door,  the  plaintiff  might  give 
evidence  of  breaking  the  locks  &c.  fixed  to  and  part  of  the 
door.  Then  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  this,  pleads  as 
before  stated.  So  that  the  general  question,  whether  a 
sheriff,  who  has  seized  goods  under  a  fieri  facias,  has 
a  right  to  break  an  outer  door  to  take  them  out  of  the 
house,  when  there  is  nobody  whom  he  can  request  to  open 
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the  dooT,  would  not  appear  to  arise ;  for  the  plaintiff,  by  his  i838. 
new  second  assignment  abandons  that  complaint,  and  the 
only  question  on  this  record  would  now  appear  to  be,  whe- 
ther the  sheriff  has  a  right  to  break  the  lock,  bolt,  and  sta- 
ple of  the  outer  door  to  take  out  the  goods.  But  though  the 
plaintiff  has  abandoned  the  general  complaint  of  breaking 
the  outer  door  of  the  house,  yet,  under  the  objection  he 
makes  as  to  breaking  the  lock,  bolt,  and  staple,  he  may 
contend  that  the  sheriff  had  no  right  to  break  the  outer 
door ;  and  though  he  has  abandoned  the  general  breaking 
open  the  door,  he  has  made  no  admission  on  the  plead- 
ings, as  he  might  have  been  held  to  do  if  he  had  pleaded 
over  in  answer  to  the  defendant's  pleading ;  but  here  his 
pleading  over  is,  that  the  defendant  has  not  given  any  an- 
swer to  what  the  plaintiff  means  to  complain  of,  and  that 
he  has  mistaken  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint ; 
and  that  it  ought  to  be  considered  in  the  same  light  as  if 
there  was  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the  whole  of  the  trespasses, 
except  breaking  the  lock,  bolt,  and  staple  of  the  outer 
door.  As  to  that  we  think  that  he  may  stand  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  his  declaration  had  been  originally  confined 
to  the  mere  act  of  breaking  the  lock,  bolt,  and  staple  of  an 
outer  door  of  the  house.  It  appears  to  us,  that  on  the 
allegations  on  this  record,  which  are  not  denied,  the 
sheriff  had  a  right  to  break  open  the  outer  door,  and  to 
break  the  lock,  bolt,  and  staple  affixed  to  it.  The  sheriff 
shews  a  lawful  entry  into  the  house,  and  a  lawful  seizure  of 
the  goods ;  and  in  his  plea  to  the  first  new  assignment  he 
says,  that  he  could  not  take  the  goods  out  of  the  house 
without  opening  the  outer  door ;  the  particular  door  there- 
fore is  identified,  so  that  it  cannot  be  said  there  were  any 
other  doors,  or  any  other  mode  of  getting  the  goods  out. 
Then,  what  was  the  sheriff  to  do?  the  goods  could  not  be 
kept  for  ever  in  the  house,  and  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  any- 
body else  was  there,  so  that  he  could  request  them  to  open 
the  door,  and  there  was  nothing  else  to  be  done  but  to  open 
it  himselfi  and  he  says  that  he  did  no  unnecessary  damage; 
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1838.        and  then  as  to  the  complaint  of  breaking  the  lock,  bolt| 
^^^^"^      8nd  staple^  that  he  could  not  open  the  outer  door  without 
o.  breaking,  damaging,  and  spoiling  them;  and  as  to  that, 

GBimxH.  gigQ^  ||g  alleges  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff  and  every  other 
person  to  whom  he  conld  make  a  request,  and  therefore 
as  to  that  also,  which  is  now  the  only  cause  of  complaint, 
he  appears  to  be  justified,  as  a  matter  of  necessity,  in 
order  to  get  the  goods  out  to  execute  the  writ  It  may  be 
said  that  he  locked  the  door  himself,  and  if  so,  he  could 
not  justify  the  breaking  the  lock  8u:«  to  pieces ;  if  he  had 
done  so,  it  might  be  further  new  assigned  or  replied  in 
some  way  or  other;  but  in  pleading  a  justification  we  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  aver  that  the  trespass  complained 
of  was  not  occasioned  by  his  own  default.  The  case  of 
White  V.  fViltJmrtia)  was  trespass  for  breaking  and  enter- 
ing plaintiff's  house*  Justification  under  a  fieri  facias;  and 
that  after  entry  to  take  the  goods  in  execution,  the  plaintift* 
shut  the  door  upon  the  bailiffs  and  imprisoned  them ;  then 
the  defendant  broke  open  the  doors,  and  broke  the  locks  to 
rescue  the  bailiffs.  The  Court  said,  that  though  the  sheriff 
cannot  break  open  a  house  to  make  execution  by  a  fieri 
facias,  yet  where  the  door  is  open,  and  he  enters,  and  is 
disturbed  in  his  execution  by  the  parties  who  are  within 
the  house,  he  may  break  into  the  house  to  rescue  his  bailiffs, 
and  to  take  execution.  lu  that  case  the  breaking  into  the 
house  was  justified,  because  the  plaintiff  himself  had  occa- 
sioned the  necessity  of  it :  but  it  does  not  follow  that  there 
may  not  be  other  occasions  where  the  outer  door  may  be 
broken.  Several  cases  were  cited  as  to  the  duties  and 
powers  of  sheriffs,  but  they  do  not  so  nearly  apply  to  the 
point  raised  on  this  record  as  to  make  it  necessary  to  com- 
ment upon  them.  Some  of  them  seem  to  require  that  a 
demand  should  be  made  by  the  sheriff  in  particular  cases, 
but  the  necessity  of  a  demand  in  the  present  case  is  obvi« 
ated,  because  there  was  nobody  on  whom  a  demand  could 


(a)  2 Roll. Rep.  137;  Cro.Jac.$55;  P^in.^2. 
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be  made.     Upon  the  whole  of  the  case  we  are  of  opinion 
that  there  should  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiflF. 

J  udgmcnt  for  the  plaintiff. 


Doe  d.  CadOGAN  t;.  EwART.  Thursday 

_  MaySUt. 

IHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectmentj  brought  to  recover  cer-  Devise  of  free- 
tain  premises^  situate  in  the  several  parishes  of  Ortou  and  l*°^^Jf^*^^*^ 
Bui|;h-by*Sands9  in  the  county  of  Cumberland.    The  de-  and  i  Vici.  c. 
fendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  issue  having  been  fpu'jtggg^'^iJj 
joined  thereon,  the  following  case  (in  substance)  was  stated^  the  survivors 
b;  the  consent  of  the  parties,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.   them^andThe 

Hichard  Hodgson^  late  of  Moorhouse  Hall,  in  the  county  ^^^^,  of  such 
of  Cumberland,  Esq.,  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  ject  to  an  an- 
testament  in  writing,  bearing  date  18th  January,  1828,  and  ^'^3^  ^^^'  ^' 
thereby  devised  to  Jane  Dakton  Hodgson,  and  her  assigns,  signs,  payable 
an  annuity  or  rent  charge  of  200/.  a  year,  to  be  issuing  and  tees "ancfdro 
payable  out  of  all  such  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  to  so  much  of 
real  estate  (except  his  estate  at  Fauld),  as  he  might  be  pos-  ju^^  i^h^^^ 

legacies,  &c. 
as  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  should  not  extend  unto),  upon  trust  to  receive  the 
renu,  issoes,  aod  pnmts,  and  pay  them  to  the  devisor's  wife  during  her  life,  continuing 
his  widow ;  and  from  and  after  her  death  or  marriage,  ''  upon  trust  to  apply  the  said 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  towards  the  maintenance  and  support  of  my  dau^liter  Isabella^ 
until  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  35  years  |  and  from  and  after  her  attaining  that  age, 
then  upon  trust  as  to  my  real  estate,  subject  and  charged  as  aforesaid,  for  my  said 
daughter  IiHr6e2&i,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  But  in  case  it  should  happen  that  my 
said  dat^hter  Isabella  depart  this  life  without  leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten,"  then  to 
TF.  H.  and  J.  D.  H.,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common.  The  de- 
visor abo  sBf  e  a  power  to  the  trustees,  in  order  to  raise  money  for  payment  of  debts  &c., 
to  sell  in  tee  any  |mrt  of  the  premises  devised. 

The  devisor's  wife  died  during  his  life-time. 

The  trustees  sold  part  of  the  real  estates  for  payment  of  the  devisor's  debts. 

Isabellay  after  his  death,  suffered  a  recovery  "  in  order  to  bar  and  extinguish  all  her 
estates  tail  in  the  said  hereditaments.'^  She  afterwards  died  under  25,  without  leaving 
anv  issue  of  her  body. 

Held,  1.  That  Isabella  took  an  equitable  estate  tail  under  this  devise. 

3.  That  the  estate  tail  of  Isabella  was  vested  on  the  death  of  the  devisor. 

3.  That  the  trustees  took  a  legal  fee  simple  in  the  whole  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the 
devise,  for  the  purposes  of  their  trusts :  that  the  recovery  suffered  by  Isabella  was,  there- 
fore^ an  equitable  recovery :  and  that  the  remainder  dependant  upon  the  estate  tail, 
devised  to  W.  H,  and  J,  JD.  H.,  being  for  the  same  reason  an  equitable  remainder,  was 
barred  by  the  recovery. 
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1838.  sessed  of  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  and  to  be  paid  by  his 
trustees  thereinafter  named.  He  also  devised  to  his  sister 
Jafit  Uodgion,  the  dwelling-house  and  garden,  &c.  then  in 
her  occupation  at  Fauld,  in  the  parish  of  Burgh-by-Sands, 
during  her  natural  life,  for  her  own  residence  only.  And  the 
said  testator  devised  unto  John  Former,  William  Hodgum 
Cadogafi,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  (by  his  then  name  of 
William  Hodgson),  and  Joshua  Anderson,  and  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  all  his 
messuages,  lands,  and  tenements,  situate  at  Moorhouse, 
Orton,  and  Burgh,  iu  the  said  county  of  Cumberland,  and  all 
other  his  real  estate  whatsoever  and  wheresoever  (subject 
to  the  life  estate  of  his  sister  Jane  Hodgson,  in  his  real 
estate  at  Fauld,  and  charged  with  the  said  annuity  or  rent 
charge,  and  also  with  so  much  of  his  just  debts,  legacies, 
funeral  expenses,  and  costs  of  his  will,  as  the  residue  of  his 
personal  estate  would  not  extend  unto),  upon  the  several 
trusts,  and  to  and  for  the  several  uses,  &c.  following :  that 
is  to  say,  upon  trust  to  receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  pro6ts 
thereof,  and  to  pay  and  apply  them  from  time  to  time  unto 
the  only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  his  the  said  testator's 
wife,  Mary,  during  her  life,  in  case  she  should  so  long  con- 
tinue his  widow :  and  from  and  after  her  death  or  re-marriage, 
**  upon  trust  to  apply  the  said  ren/s,  issues,  and  profits  to^ 
wards  the  maintenance  atul  support  of  my  daughter  Isabella, 
vtUil  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  ^  years;  and  from  and  after 
her  attaining  that  age,  then  upon  trust  as  to  my  real  estate, 
subject  and  charged  as  aforesaid,  for  my  said  daughter 
Isabella,  tier  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  and  I  give  and  de- 
vise the  same  to  her  accordingly.  Sut  in  case  it  should  hap* 
pen^hat  my  said  daughter  Isabella  depart  this  Ufe  without 
leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  give  and  devise  the 
said  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estate,  unto  the 
said  William  Hodgson  and  the  said  Jane  Dalston  Hodgson, 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common/* 
There  was  also  provision  for  the  cesser  of  the  annuity  of 
9O0L  to  Jafie  Dalston  Hodgson,  in  the  event  of  her  becom-» 
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iDg  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  real  property  under  the  will : 
and  a  power  of  sale  to  the  trustees,  extending  over  all  the 
hereditaments  devised  to  them,  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
funeral  expenses,  and  legacies.  The  testator  finally  '^  com* 
mitted  the  management  of  the  estates  and  fortunes  of  his 
said  daughter/'  to  his  said  trustees  and  executors  until  she 
should  attain  the  age  of  25:  and  he  appointed  his  said 
trustees  executors  of  his  will. 

Mary  Hodgson^  the  wife  of  the  testator,  died  in  his  life- 
time. The  testator  died  on  the  21st  May,  1833,  without 
having  revoked  or  altered  his  will,  leaving  his  daughter, 
Isabella,  his  heiress  at  law.  His  personal  estate  not  being 
sufficient  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  the  trustees  sold  part 
of  the  real  estate,  including  the  premises  devised  to  the  tes- 
tator's  sister,  Jane  Hodgion,  for  her  life. 

By  indentures  of  lecse  and  release,  bearing  date  respec- 
tively the  25th  and  26th  January,  1833,  the  release  being 
made  between  the  said  Isabella  Hodgson,  who  had  then  at« 
tained  the  age  of  2 1  years,  of  the  first  part ;  William  Higley, 
gentleman,  of  the  second  part ;  and  George  Saul,  gentle- 
man, of  the  third  part  \  Isabella  Hodgson  conveyed  to 
Higley  all  the  hereditaments  devised  to  or  in  trust  for  her, 
her  heirs  and  assigns,  by  her  father  (except  such  parts  as 
had  been  sold  by  the  trustees),  to  the  end  that  he  might  be 
tenant  to  the  praecipe  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  recovery, 
in  order  to  bar  and  extinguish  all  estates  tail  of  Isabella 
in  the  said  hereditaments ;  and  it  was  declared  that  the  re- 
covery should  operate  to  the  sole  use  of  Isabella  Hodgson, 
her  heirs  and  assigns.  In  pursuance  of  this  indenture,  a 
common  recovery  was  suffered  in  Hilary  term  2  fVilL  4. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  9th  and  10th 
August,  1833,  the  release  being  made  between  Isabella 
Hodgson,  of  the  first  part;  the  defendant,  David  JEwart,  of 
the  second  part ;  John  Forster  and  Simon  Ewart,  of  the 
third  part;  and  the  said  George  Saul  and  Simon  Saul,  of 
the  fourth  part;  in  consideration  of  the  marriage  then  in- 
tended and  afterwards  solemnized  between  Isabella  Hodgson 
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i8Sa  and  the  defendant,  Isabella  conveyed  the  same  beredita- 
menu  to  J.  Foster  and  S.  JEwart,  and  their  heirs,  on  tntst, 
&c.,  and  after  the  decease  of  Isabella  Hodgson  or  the  de« 
fendant,  to  the  use  of  survivor  for  life,  then  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  children 
of  the  then  intended  marriage,  as  Isabella  should  by  will 
appoint ;  in  de&ult  of  such  appointment,  in  trust  &c.,  and 
in  default  of  issue,  to  the  use  of  Isabella  Hodgson,  her  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever. 

By  indenture,  bearing  date  9th  November,  1833,  and 
made  between  the  defendant  and  Isabella,  his  then  wife 
(late  Isabella  ff.),  of  the  first  part,  and  J.  Forsier  and 
•S.  Ewart  of  the  second  part,  Isabella  agreed  to  levy  a  fine 
to  the  uses  declared  in  the  settlement  of  the  10th  August, 
anterior  to  the  limitation  to  the  use  of  Isabella,  her  heirs 
and  assigns;  and  to  assure  the  same  hereditaments  (subject 
as  aforesaid)  to  such  uses  &c.  as  the  said  Isabella  Ewart,  by 
her  last  will  and  testament,  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
such  appointment  to  the  use  of  herself,  her  heirs  and  as- 
signs. In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  a  fine  was  levied 
of  the  said  hereditaments  in  Michaelmas  term  3  WilL  4. 

Isabella  Ewart,  by  her  will,  bearing  date  7th  January, 
1834,  reciting  the  power  given  her  by  the  indenture  of  9th 
November  and  the  fine,  appointed  all  her  hereditaments 
within  the  county  of  Cumberland,  (subject  to  such,  if  any^ 
of  the  uses  and  trusts  anterior  to  the  power  of  appointment 
so  given  to  her,  as  under  the  said  indenture  of  9th  Novem- 
ber, 1833,  and  fine  were  then  subsisting  or  should  take 
eficct),  to  the  use  of  her  husband,  David  Ewart  (the  de- 
fendant), his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

Isabella  Ewart  died  in  January,  1834|  under  the  age  of 
25,  without  leaving  any  issue  of  her  body,  but  leaving  her 
husbandi  the  defendant,  her  surviving. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action 
a  moiety,  under  the  devise  to  him  and  the  said  Jane  Dalston 
Hodgson  (as  tenants  in  common  in  fee  simple),  of  such  of 
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tbe  hereditamenU  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  devised  by  18S8. 
the  said  will  of  the  testator,  Richard  Hodgson,  as  were  not 
sold  by  the  trustees  of  his  wilK  If  the  Court  should  be  of 
that  opinion,  the  defendant  agrees  that  judgment  should 
be  entered  against  him  by  confession ;  and  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  recover,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  agrees  that 
judgment  of  nolle  prosequi  shall  be  entered  against  him. 

Sir  fV.  W.  Follett,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.    There 
are  several  points  involved  in  this  case:   1.  Whether  the 
trustees  took  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  devised  heredita- 
ments,  until  Isabella  should  attain  the  age  of  d5  years,  with 
power  to  sell  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies :  in 
which  case  the  recovery  suffered  by  Isabella  was  ineffectual 
to  bar  her  estate  tail,  if  she  had  one,  in  consequence  of  their 
not  having  joined  to  make  a  tenant  to  the  writ 'of  entry, 
unless  that  defect  is  cured  by  d  8c  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  s.  II. 
2.  Whether  by  the  words  of  the  will,  Isabella  took  an  estate  in 
fee  simple,  subject  to  an  executory  devise  over  to  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  and  Jane  Dalston  Hodgson,  in  the  event  of 
her  dying  without  issue  under  the  age  of  25,  or  an  estate  in 
fee  tail.  The  latter  point  is  of  the  greatest  importance  in  the 
case ;  and  in  arguing  it,  it  must  be  assumed,  for  the  present, 
that  the  trustees  only  took  a  term.     The  words  of  the  will 
are,  ^  in  case  it  should  happen  that  my  said  daughter,  Isa- 
bel/a, should  depart  this  life  mihoui  leaving  issue  lawfully 
begotten*^    If  these  words  imply  her  death  without  leaving 
issue  at  the  time  of  such  death,  she  had  an  estate  in  fee 
simple,  with  an  executory  devise  over  on  that  event,  and 
her  recovery  and  fine  were  of  no  effect :  if  they  imply  an 
indefinite  failure  of  issue,  then  she  had  an  estate  tail,  and 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment.     A  distinction  has 
been  long  established  between  the  meaning  of  the  words 
**  leaving  no  issue,''  in  devises  of  real  property  and  in  be- 
quests of  personAlty;  namely,  that  in  the  former  case  it 
means  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue ;  in  the  latter,  it  imports 
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1838.  leaving  no  issue  at  the  deatli  of  the  legatee  {a).  That  dis- 
tinction was  first  laid  down  in  Forth  v.  Chapman  (6) ;  but 
it  may  be  worth  while  to  remark,  that  Lord  Kenyan,  in 
Porter  v.  Bradley  (c),  questioned  its  soundness,  and  said, 
that  if  such  a  distinction  existed  in  the  law,  it  certainly  would 
not  agree  with  the  rule  **  lex  plus  laudatur  quando  ratione 
probatur.''  It  is  true  that  Lord  Kenyan  subsequently  ad- 
mitted the  distinction,  Daintry  v,  Daintry{d)\  and  other 
cases  have  confirmed  it.  But  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
as  collected  from  the  whole  of  the  will,  is  in  all  cases  to  be 
considered  as  conveying  a  meaning  to  the  peculiar  words 
used ;  Roe  v.  Jeffery  (e).  It  has  been  held  in  several  cases 
that  the  words  **  dying  without  issue/'  (which  seem  to  point 
to  an  indefinite  failure  much  more  distinctly  than  the  words 
**  if  she  shall  die  without  issue/')  may,  when  explained  by 
the  context,  import  failure  at  the  death  of  the  party  named, 
and  consequently  that  such  a  devise  may  give  a  fee  simple 
with  an  executory  devise  over  i  Pells  v.  Brown  (/);  termed 
by  Lord  Kenyan,  **  the  Magna  Charta  of  this  branch  of 
the  law."  Such  is  the  case  where  the  dying  without  issue 
has  reference  to  some  particular  event;  as  for  instance,  the 
event  of  death  within  a  given  age ;  Price  v.  Hunt  (g) ;  East'' 
man  v.  Baker  {h)\  Glover  v.  Moficiton(i).  Those  cases 
apply  expressly  to  that  now  under  consideration,  for  the  age 
of  25  is  here  specified  as  that,  on  attaining  which,  the  de- 
visee  takes  a  vested  interest.  Supposing  she  had  died  under 
25  leaving  issue,  would  they  have  taken  ?  or  is  it  not  the 
intention  that  the  estate  should  not  have  gone  over,  unless 
on  the  happening  of  both  the  events  specified ;  i.  e.  her 
dying  both  under  25  and  without  issue  ?  If  the  latter  is  the 
construction,  then  the  case  is  very  like  Pnce  v.  Hunt{g). 
Then  as  to  the  several  intentions  there  can  be  no  doubt. 

(a)  9  Powell  on  Devises,  by  Jar-  (c)  7  T.  R.  589. 

taan,  p.  566.  (/)  Cro.  Jac,  590. 

(6)  1  P.  Wms.  663.  (g)  PoUex.  645. 

(c)  8  T.  R.  143.  (A)  1  Taunt.  174* 

{d)  6  T.  R.  307.  (i)  8  Bing.  13. 
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AH  the  provisions  shew  that  the  event  contemplated  by  the 
testator  was  not  an  indefinite,  but  an  immediate  failure  of 
issue :  there  is,  firsts  a  devise  upon  trust  for  the  maintenance 
and  support  of  Isabella,  and  in  trust  to  convey  to  her  on 
attaining  the  age  of  25 ;  if  she  had  died  under  25,  leaving 
lawful  issue,  then  in  trust  to  apply  for  the  benefit  of  such 
issue ;  but  if  under  25,  and  leaving  none,  then  the  whole 
surplus  absolutely  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  J.  £>.  H. ; 
in  order  to  effect  that  intention,  this  last  limitation  must  be 
construed  an  executory  devise. 

Next,  whether  the  trustees  took  an  estate  of  freehold.  It 
will  be  observed  in  the  first  place,  that  they  took  an  estate 
in  trust  for  the  wife  during  her  life  :  now  the  wife's  intended 
interest  was  clearly  freehold  ;  and  although  in  point  of  fact 
she  died  before  the  testator,  yet  if  she  had  survived,  the 
trustees  must  of  necessity  have  taken  a  freehold  estate :  and 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  question,  whether  under  this  will 
they  took  such  an  interest  or  no,  depends  on  the  accidental 
circumstance  of  her  dying  or  surviving.  In  ordinary  cases 
there  is  no  doubt  that  where  the  trustees,  as  in  this  instance, 
have  to  apply  the  rents  and  profits,  they  take  the  freehold 
estate;  and  it  must  be  shewn  whether  there  is  any  thing  in  this 
will  to  vary  that  construction.  It  must  be  contended  on  the 
other  side,  that  the  trustees  first  took  an  estate  of  freehold 
during  the  life  of  the  wife,  and  after  her  death  a  term  of 
years,  until  the  daughter  attained  25.  Then  as  to  the  effect 
of  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  s.  1 1.  Under  ihat  statute  the  con- 
currence of  the  trustees  is  only  supplied  in  cases  where 
they  have  the  estate  for  the  whole  life  of  cestui  qui  trust ; 
here  they  took  a  fee  simple  determinable  on  the  daughter's 
attaining  the  age  of  25 ;  therefore  the  statute  does  not 
apply. 
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Sir  F.  Pollock,  for  the  defendant.  It  is  sought  on  be- 
half of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  to  overturn  a  construction 
of  words  which  has  been  followed  for  more  than  a  century. 
The  points  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  are,  1 .  That  Isabella 
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1838.        took  an  estate  tail:  2.  That  luch  estate  was  vested  in  her: 
'^^''^      3.  That  whether  the  trustees  took  a  chattel  or  a  freehold 
a,  interesti  the  defect  in  the  recovery  is  cured  by  S  &4  fVill.  4, 

Cadocan  c.  74,  8.  1 1.  And  with  regard  to  the  intention:  as  the  ob- 
EwART.  jects  of  the  ultimate  limitation  in  this  instance  were  strangers 
in  law  (natural  children  of  the  testator),  it  cannot  be  con-^ 
tended  that  the  words  must  be  strained  to  imply  a  meaning 
consonant  with  an  intention  in  their  favour.  As  to  the  first 
point,  Forth  v.  Chapman  {a),  Pkydell  v.  Pleyd€U{b),  Doe 
d.  Ellis  V.  Ellis  (c),  Tenny  d.  Agar  v.  Agar  (jd),  Danny  v. 
Oriffiths  (e)i  are  authorities  to  shew  that  the  limitation  over 
is  not  an  executory  devise.  It  is  an  established  rule,  that  no 
person  shall  take  by  executory  devise  who  can  take  by  way 
of  remainder;  Waller  v.  Drew{f).  2.  This  was  a  vested 
estate;  Warier  v«  Hutchinson  (g),  Borast<nC%  case  (A),  Driver 
V.  Frankif).  3.  Whether  the  trustees  take  chattel  or  free- 
hold interest,  depends  on  the  purposes  for  which  the  trust 
was  created;  Doe  v.  Simpson {k).  The  wife  having  died 
before  the  testator,  they  would  only  take  a  term,  which  is 
all  diat  was  necessary  for  the  fulfilment  of  the  trust*  But 
in  either  case  the  recovery  was  good.  If  a  chattel,  the 
trustees'  estate  for  years  would  not  interfere  with  Isabella*B 
recovery.  If  a  fee  simple,  it  would  still  be  a  good  equitable 
recovery. 

Sir  TT.  W.  Follett,  in  reply.  No  doubt  has  been  thrown  on 
the  cases  of  Glover  v.  Monckton{l\  Porter  v.  Bradley  {m), 
and  Roe  v.  Jeffery  (n),  which  are  more  like  the  present  than 
those  cited  on  the  other  side.  In  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Eilis 
V.  Ellis(c),  Lord  EUenborough  says,  that  dying  without 
issue  means  an  indefinite  failure,  and  that  it  does  not  mean 

(a)  1  P.  Wms.  663.  &  R.  58. 

(6)  1  P.  Wms.  748.  (A)  3  Rep.  19. 

(c)  9  EMt,  389.  (i)  2  B.  Moors,  519. 

(d)  19  East,  953.  {k)  5  Eut,  163. 
(c)  4M.&S.  61.  (/)  sBing.  13. 
(/)  1  Com.  Rep.  379.  (m)  3  T.  R.  143. 
ig)  1  B,  ft  C.  721;  S.C.  a  D.  (n)  7  T.  R.  589. 
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s^  dying  without  leaving  issue;  that  is  therefore  an  authority  t838. 
agaiuat  the  defendants.  Tenny  v.  Agar  {a)  turned  on  the 
construction  of  the  whole  m\\.  Dansey  ▼.  Griffiths  {b)  is 
also  a  case  turning  not  on  words  but  on  circumstances.  As 
to  the  estate  vesting  in  Isabella:  Admitting,  for  the  purpose 
of  argument^  that  she  took  a  vested  interest^  then  if  she  died 
under  twenty-five  she  could  not  hold  it;  but  if  she  did  not 
take  a  vested  interest>  then  the  recovery  was  void  altogether. 
[Pattesati  J.  If  she  took  no  estate  at  all  until  she  attained 
the  ^e  of  twenty«five,  there  is  a  diflBculty  in  saying  how 
any  estate  could  have  gone  to  her  issue,  if  she  had  died 
leaving  any.] 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.— This  was  an  ejectment  brought  by  the  surviving 
trustee  to  uses  under  the  will  of  Richard  Hodgson,  against 
the  husband  of  another  devisee  under  the  same  will,  who  had 
suffered  a  recovery  and  conveyed  the  premises  to  defendant. 
The  will  devised  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  two 
trustees,  upon  trust  to  receive  the  rents  8cc.,  and  to  apply 
them  (after  the  death  of  testator's  wife,  who  died  before  him) 
''to  the  maintenance  and  support  of  my  daughter  Isabella, 
until  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five;  after  which,  for 
my  said  daughter  Isabella,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever, 
and  I  give  and  devise  the  same  to  her  accordingly.  But  in 
case  it  should  happen  that  my  said  daughter  depart  this  life 
without  leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  give  and  de- 
vise the  same  to  the  said  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
for  ever,  as  tenants  in  common/'  And  the  testator  ordained 
that  his  said  trustees  for  the  performance  of  his  said  will, 
and  in  order  to  raise  money  for  payment  of  his  debts,  fune- 
ral expenses,  and  legacies,  should,  if  his  personal  estate  was 
found  insufficient,  sell  in  fee  any  part  of  the  premises  de- 
vised. After  attaining  twenty-one,  Isabella  Hodgson,  on  the 
£5th  January,  18d<,  suffered  a  recovery  to  the  use  of  herself 

(a)  19  East,  863.  (h)  4  M.  fc  8i  61. 
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in  fee;  and  afterwards,  9th  NoTember,  1833,  in  considera- 
tioo  of  the  intended  marriage,  conveyed  to  the  use  of  herself 
for  life,  remainder  to  defendant  for  life,  to  such  uses  as  she 
should  appoint  (remainder  to  the  children,  but  there  were 
no  children  of  the  marriage),  remainder  to  herself  in  fee. 
And  after  levying  a  fine  to  the  same  uses,  she  died  under 
the  age  of  twenty-five. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the  trustees  either 
took  the  legal  fee,  and  Isabella  was  equitable  tenant  in  tail, 
or  that  they  took  a  chattel  interest  for  so  long  only  as  she 
continued  to  be  under  twenty-five,  or  that  if  they  took  a 
freehold,  their  defect  of  joining  in  making  a  tenant  to  the 
praecipe  was  cured  by  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  74,  s.  1 1. 

For  plaintiff,  that  the  trustees  took  only  an  estate  of  free- 
hold, determinable  on  Isabella  attaining  twenty-five,  or  first 
dying,  or  that  she  took  in  fee  with  an  executory  devise  over. 

There  are  two  principal  questions  in  this  case:  first. 
Whether  Isabella  Hodgson,  the  daughter  of  the  testator, 
took  an  estate  in  fee,  with  an  executory  devise  over  to  Major 
William  Hodgson  and  Jafie  Dalston  Hodgson,  or  whether 
she  took  a  vested  estate  tail,  with  remainder  over  to  the 
same  persons.  If  she  took  an  estate  in  fee  with  an  executory 
devise  over,  then  the  plaintiff,  who  is  now  called  Cadogan, 
but  in  the  will  called  Hodgson,  who  is  one  of  ibe  persons 
named  in  the  devise  over,  ib  entitled  to  recover,  because  the 
recovery  suffered  by  Isabella  Hodgson  could  not  bar  the 
executory  devise  over.  But  if  Isabella  Hodgson  took  a 
vested  estate  tail,  with  remainder  over,  then  the  second 
question  will  arise:  Whether  the  recovery  suffered  by  her 
be  a  valid  recovery,  sufiicient  to  bar  the  remainder  over. 

On  the  first  question,  the  words  of  the  will,  which  give 
the  estate  to  ''  the  testator's  daughter,  Isabella  Hodgson,  her 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,"  prim&  facie  import  a  devise  in 
fee  simple,  and  then  the  words  which  follow,  **  but  in  case 
it  should  happen  that  my  said  dsLUghier^Isabella  depart  this 
life  without  leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  give  the 
said  messuage,  lands,  tenements  and  real  estate,  unto  the 
said  Major  William  Hodgson  and  the  said  Jane  Dahton 
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Hodgson,  tbeir  heirs  and  assigns^  for  ever/'  as  "  tenants  in 
common/'  would,  according  to'  the  common  and  ordinary 
idiom  and  construction  of  the  English  language,  independ- 
ent of  any  technical  rules  which  have  been  applied  to  the 
construction  of  legal  instruments,  imply  that  the  devise 
over  was  to  take  place  in  the  event  of  habella  dying  with- 
out issue,  which  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  her  death. 

But  the  law  has  prescribed  certain  limits  for  the  validity 
of  executory  devises,  and  one  of  them  is,  that  the  contin- 
gency upon  which  an  estate  of  this  sort  is  permitted  to.  take 
effect,  shall  happen  within  a  short  space  of  time,  as  a  life 
or  lives  in  being  and  some  few  years,  now  settled  at  twenty- 
one  years  and  the  period  of  gestation,  otherwise  it  would 
be  in  a  testator's  power  to  limit  an  estate  unalienable  for 
generations  to  come ;  a  power  which  the  law  denies.  And 
therefore  where  an  executory  devise  is  limited  to  take  effect 
after  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  the  limitation  over  is  void. 

Under  this  rule,  if  the  limitation  be  to  take  effect  after  a 
dying  without  heirs  or  without  issue  generally,  that  is  con- 
sidered to  be  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  and  therefore 
void. .  And  the  same  rule  holds  in  the  limitation  of  a  term 
or  other  personal  estate,  that  a  disposition  to  take  effect 
after  failure  of  the  heirs  of  the  body,  or  dying  without  issue 
generally,  without  other  restriction,  is  too  remote,  for  the 
law  will  no  more  admit  of  a  perpetuity  in  one  sort  of  estate 
or  species  of  property  than  in  another. 

But  with  regard  to  executory  devises  of  terms  for  years, 
or  other  personal  estates,  the  Courts  have  for  a  very  con- 
siderable time  very  much  inclined  to  lay  hold  of  any  words 
in  the  will  to  tie  up  the  generality  of  the  expression  '^  dyhig 
without  issue/'  and  confine  it  to  *'  dying  without  issue  living 
at  the  time  of  the  person's  decease/'  Tliere  is  a  great 
variety  of  cases,  not  necessary  to  be  referred  to,  illustrating 
this  position,  and  we  may  say,  without  any  doubt,  that  the 
words  of  the  present  will  would,  if  the  question  arose  upon 
a  term  for  years  or  other  personal  estate,  now  be  held  to 
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mean  *'  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the 
daughter  IsabeUa" 

But  though  the  CourtSi  in  the  case  of  personal  eatates, 
generally  incline  to  pay  attention  to  any  circumstance,  or 
expression  in  the  will,  that  seems  to  afford  a  ground  for 
construing  a  limitation,  after  dying  without  issue,  to  be  a 
dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  party,  in  order 
to  support  the  devise  over,  yet  in  the  case  of  real  estate  it 
seems  the  construction  is  generally  otherwise,  and  the  rea- 
son given  is,  that  the  interest  of  the  heir  is  concerned,  who 
is  said  to  be  always  favoured  in  our  law* 

In  Target  v.  Oauni  (a),  the  expression  **  dying  without 
issue"  is  recognized  as  having  two  senses:  1st,  a  vulgar 
sense,  and  that  is,  dying  without  leaving  issue  at  the  time  of 
the  death;  £d,  a  legal  sense,  and  tliat  is,  whenever  there  is 
a  failure  of  issue.  And  that  there  is  a  great  diversity  be- 
twixt the  devise  of  a  freehold  estate  for  life,  and  if  A.  dies 
without  issue,  then  to  B.,  and  a  devise  of  a  term  in  the 
same  words. 

The  case  of  Forth  v.  Chapman  {b)  establishes  this  dis- 
tinction. There  the  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  estate  to  two  nephews,  William  G.  and  Waller 
O.,  and  if  either  of  them  should  depart  this  life  and  leave  no 
issue  of  their  respective  bodies,  then  he  gave  the  said  (lease- 
hold) premises  to  other  persons,  upon  which  the  question 
arose,  whether  the  limitation  over  of  the  leasehold  premises 
was  void  as  too  remote. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  Sir  Joseph  Jekyll,  was  of  opi- 
nion that  the  devise  over  was  void,  and  said,  that  if  the  words 
bad  been  **  if  A.  or  B.  should  die  without  issue,  with  re- 
mainder over,"  this  plainly  would  have  been  void,  and  ex- 
actly like  the  case  of  Love  v.  Windham  (c).  And  then  he 
goes  on  to  say  there  is  no  diversity  betwixt  the  devise  of  a 
term  to  one  for  life;  and  if  he  die  without  issue  remainder 


(a)  1  P.  Wms.  432;  1  Eq.  Ca. 
Abridged,  193,  pi.  11;  Gilbert's 
Eq.  Reports,  149;  10  Mod.  402. 


(6)  1  P.  Wms.  663. 
(c)  1  Sid.  450;  1  Vent.  79;  1 
Mod.  50. 
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over,  and  a  devise  thereof  to  one  for  life  with  such  remain- 
der, if  he  die  leaving  no  issue^  for  both  these  devises  seem 
equally  relative  to  the  failure  of  issue  at  any  time  after  the 
testator's  death. 

Afterwards,  in  IVinity  term,  i720>  this  case  coming  on 
before  Jjotd  Parker,  on  an  appeal,  his  lordship  reversed  the 
decree,  and  said,  that  *'  if  I  devise  a  term  to  A.,  and  if  /I, 
die  without  leaving  issue  remainder  over,  in  the  vulgar  and 
natural  sense  this  must  be  intended  *if  A,  die  without  leav« 
ing  issue  at  his  death,'  and  then  the  devise  over  is  good :  that 
the  word  die  being  the  last  antecedent,  the  words  '  without 
leaving  issue'  must  refer  to  that."  Lord  Parker  also  ob- 
served, that  by  this  will  the  devise  was  of  a  freehold  as  well 
as  a  leasehold  estate  to  William  Oore,  and  if  he  or  Walter 
died  leaving  no  issue,  then  to  the  children  of  his  brother 
and  sister;  in  which  case  it  waa  more  difficult  to  conceive 
how  the  same  words,  in  the  same  will,  at  the  same  fime, 
should  be  taken  in  two  different  senses.  As  to  the  freehold 
the  construction  should  be,  if  fVHliam  or  Walter  died  with- 
out issue  generally,  by  which  there  might  be  at  any  time  a 
failure  of  issue;  and  with  respect  to  the  leasehold,  that  the 
same  words  should  be  intended  to  signiiy  their  dying  with- 
out leaving  issue  at  their  death.  However,  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor said  it  might  be  reasonable  enough  to  take  the  same 
words  as  to  the  different  estates  in  different  senses,  and  as  if 
repeated  by  two  several  clauses. 

Mr.  Peere  Williams,  in  a  note  on  this  case,  says,  that  by 
the  will,  as  it  is  stated  above,  from  the  registrar's  books,  in 
the  statement  of  the  case  at  the  Rolls  and  on  the  appeal,  the 
limitation  over  was  expressly  restrained  to  the  leasehold: 
but  in  Lord  Macclesfield^B  notes  that  word  is  omitted,  and 
the  devise  over  is  general ;  but  in  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Orrery  (a). 
Lord  Hardwiche  says  that  '*Mr.  Williamsn  mistaken  in  this 
note,  for  on  looking  mto  this  case,  it  appears  that  both  free- 
hold and  leasehold  were  devised  by  the  same  words,  but 
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1838.  probably  the  limitation  of  the  real  was  overlooked,  and  so 
omitted  by  the  register. 

The  words  in  that  case  are  in  effect  the  same  as  in  the 
present,  the  words  there  being  "  if  the  nephews  should  die 
and  leave  no  issue  of  their  respective  bodies,"  and  in  the 
present  case,  **  if  it  should  happen  that  my  daughter  depart 
this  life  without  leaving  issue  lawfully  begotten."  Tt  will 
be  to  be  considered  how  far  the  case  of  Forth  v.  Chap- 
man  (a)  has  been  recognized  or  impugned  in  other  cases. 

In  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Orrery  (6),  before  cited.  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  recognizes  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Macclesfield  in  Forth 
V.  Chapman  {a),  that  the  same  words  may  have  different 
constructions  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  party. 

In-  Walter  v.  Drew  (c),  where  the  will  was,  that  if  W.  IT., 
the  son  of  the  testator,  should  happen  to  die  and  leave  no 
issue  of  his  body  lawfully  begotten,  that  then  after  the  death 
of  W.  he  gave  and  bequeathed  all  his  lands  of  inheritance 
to  his  son  Richard  and  his  heirs,  it  was  held  that  William 
took  an  estate  tail  by  implication,  which  was  barred  by  the 
recovery;  and  that  the  limitation  over  was  a  remainder, 
and  not  an  executory  devise.  The  authority  of  that  case  is 
also  confirmed  by  Lord  Uardwicke,  in  Southby  v.  Stone- 
house  {d),  where,  in  page  6 1 6,  he  says,  ''  The  only  objec- 
tion to  this  construction  is,  that  this  will  not  construe  the 
words  according  to  her  expression  in  the  former  clause, 
but  puts  a  different  construction  upon  the  same  words, 
in  two  different  events.  Now  that  that  may  be  done  there 
are  authorities;  and  in  a  much  stronger  case,  viz.  Forth 
v.  Chapman  {a):  where  the  greatest  difficulty  in  the  way 
of  Lord  Macclesfield  was,  that  the  freehold  and  the  lease* 
hold  were  devised  by  the  same  words,  and  yet  he  held 
those  words  were  to  receive  a  construction  according  to 
the  subject-matter/'  and  he  again  repeats  what  he  had 
done  in  Sheffield  v.  Lord  Orrery  (b),  that  there  was  a  mis- 
take in  Mr.  Williams's  note,  as  to  the  limitation  in  Forth  v. 

(a)  1  P.  Wms.  663.  (c)  1  Com.  Rep.  372. 

ib)  3  Atk.  288.  {d)  3  Ves.  sen.  610. 
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Chapman(a\  for  that  he,  Lord  Uardwicke,  was  the  counsel        jgaa. 
in  the  cause. 

in  Dam  A.Geering  v.  ShefUQn{b),  the  devise  was  to  Samuel 
Shenlon  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  chargeable  wilh  the  payment  of  8/.  a  year.  *^  But 
in  case  the  said  Shenton  should  die  without  leaving  issue  of 
his  body,  then  I  give  the  said  devised  premises  to  William 
G.  and  his  heirs  for  ever.''  Lord  Mansfield  asked  Mr. 
Cowper  **  if  he  had  any  case  to  shew,  where,  upon  a  limita« 
tion  of  lands  upon  a  dying  without  issue,  these  words  had  been 
confined  to  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  time  of  the 
death.  '  The  distinction  is,  between  a  devise  of  lands  and 
personal  estate;  in  the  latter  case  the  words  are  taken 
ID  the  vulgar  sense,  that  is,  dying  without  issue  living  v\t  the 
time  of  his  death;  iu  the  former  they  are  taken  in  their 
legal  sense,  and  that  is,  whenever  there  is  a  failure  of  issue/' 
Lord  Mansfield  89id  *^  the  question  is,  whether  the  grandson 
took  an  estate  in  tail  or  an  estate  in  fee.  Now  the  devise 
b  to  Samuel  Shenton,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  their 
heirs  for  ever;  but  the  words  **  their  heirs  for  ever"  are  qua- 
lified by  the  subsequent  words,  **  in  case  he  shall  die  with* 
out  leaving  issue,*'  which  clearly  shew  it  to  be  an  estate 
tail;  and  then  the  testator  gives  it  over  to  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff,"  and  he  adds,  it  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  a  doubt. 
There  the  words  were  without  leavittg  issue.  In  Goodtille 
d.  Peake  v.  Pegden  (c),  which  was  the  demise  of  a  chattel 
interest.  Lord  Kenyon  relies  upon  the  case  of  Forth  v.  Chap-' 
man  (a),  without  any  objection. 

In  the  case  of  Daintry  v.  Daintry  and  another  {d),  Lord* 
Kenyan  recognizes  the  case  of  Forth  v.  Chapman  (a).  Iu 
Tentiy  d.  Agar  v.  Agar  (e),  the  devise  w*as  to  the  devisor's 
son,  John  Agar,  and  his  right  heirs  for  ever,  ou  condition 
of  paying  certain  sums  to  his  daughter.  '^  And  in  case  my 
said  son  and  daughter  both  happen  to  die  without  leaving 

(o)  1  p.  Wins.  663.  (rf)  6  T.  R.  SOt, 

(6)  1  Cowp.  410.  (e)  U  East,  853« 

(c)  3  T.  it  720. 
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any  child  or  issoe,'*  then  he  deTued  the  reversion  and  bhe- 
ritance  to  hb  cousb  Richard,  and  his  right  heirs  for  e? er. 
John  Agar  suffered  a  recoverj^  and  the  question  was,  whe- 
ther he  took  an  estate  tail,  or  whether  there  was  a  Talid 
executory  devise  to  Richard.  The  Court  held,  that  John 
Agar,  the  son,  took  an  estate  tail,  which  was  well  barred 
bj  the  recoverj;  and  Mr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  said,  there  was 
no  case  where  the  words  ''  die  without  leaving  issue''  sim- 
ply, have  been  adjudged  to  mean  '*  without  leaving  issue  at 
the  time  of  his  death;''  and  he  added,  "  in  Porter  v.  Brad-- 
ley  (a),  there  were  also  the  words  "  behind  him."  In  Dan^ 
9€y  V.  Griffiths  {b),  Richard  Dansey  devised  the  estates  to 
his  eldest  son,  Damey  Richard  Damey,  and  his  heirs  for 
even  "  But  if  it  should  so  happen  that  his  eldest  son 
should  die  and  leave  no  issue,"  then  be  devised  his  estate  to 
bis  son  W.  Dansey  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  should  die  with- 
out issue,  then  to  his  son  E.  C.  Damey,  and  in  the  like  case 
to  his  son  O.  W.  D.,  and  in  the  like  case  to  his  son  /.  D.; 
and  in  failure  of  issue  from  him,  to  the  eldest  son  of  his 
surviving  sister  Mary,  and  his  heirs.  The  testator  died, 
leaving  his  eldest  son  surviving  him,  and  the  question  sent 
by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  was,  what  estate  the  eldest  son 
took.  And  the  Court  certified  their  opinion  that  the  eldest 
son,  D.  JR.  Dansey,  took  an  estate  tail  under  the  will. 
There  is  also  the  case  of  Doe  d.  EUis  v.  Eilis{c).  The  tes- 
tator devised  to  his  eldest  son  Joseph,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,  the  estate  in  question;  but  in  case  his  wm  Joseph 
should  die  without  issue,  he  devised  the  same  to  the  child 
or  children  with  which  his  wife  was  enceinte,  his  or  her  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever;  and  it  was  held  that  Joseph  took  an 
estate  tail.  And  also  the  case  of  Brice  v.  Smith  {d),  which 
was  referred  to  by  Lord  EUetthorough  in  Doe  d.  EUis  t. 
EUis{c),  There  the  testator  devised  the  premises  to  his 
son  Phillip  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  and  other  estates  to  other 
sons  and  their  heirs,  and  then  he  adds,  ''  in  case  any  of  my 


(fl)  3  T.  R.  143. 
(6)  4  M.  &  S.  61. 


(c)  9  East,  382. 
(<0  Waies,  1. 
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said  cfaildren  shall  die  without  issue^  then  I  give  the  estate        1838. 
of  him  or  them  dying  to  his  or  their  heirs  for  ever."     Held      ^"^^^^ 
an  estate  tail.    Also  Roe  v.  Scott,  m  Mr.  Fearnes  Manu*  a. 

scripts,  and  which  is  published  in  the  notes,  474,  of  Butler'%  Caoogak 
edition,  1B09*  There  the  testator  devised  certain  lands  to  Ewabt. 
his  son  James  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  and  other 
huids  to  his  son  John  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  and 
other  lands  to  his  son  Thomas  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever;  and  if  either  of  his  sons  should  depart  this  life  with- 
out issue  of  him  so  dying,  then  to  the  survivor;  and  if  they 
should  all  die  without  issue,  then  to  his  daughters  and  their 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Held  an  estate  tail  in  Thomas. 
But  none  of  those  three  last  cases  have  the  words  ''  leaving 
issue;"  and  it  is  beyond  all  doubt,  that  if  a  man  devised  in 
such  a  manner  as  in  these  three  cases,  the  words  if  he 
die  without  issue,  in  legal  construction  mean  an  indefinite 
failure  of  issue;  and  the  same  words  also,  without  more 
words,  even  in  personal  estates,  import  an  indefinite  failure 
of  issue.  In  opposition  to  these  cases  are  Porter  v.  Brad- 
ky{a)  and  Roe  d.  Sheers  v.  Jeffery{b),  both  decided  in  this 
Court,  while  Lord  Kenyon  was  chief  justice,  and  which  are 
particularly  entitled  to  attention,  from  the  very  great  know- 
ledge which  that  learned  lord  possessed  upon  all  matters 
relatmg  to  real  property.  In  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Brad^  N^ 
ley{fl\  the  testator  devised  to  his  son,  Philip  Dobin,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  that  messuage  &c. ;  '*  but  my 
wilt  is,  that  in  case  my  son,  Philip  Dobin,  shall  happen  to 
die^  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,  then  that  my  wife  shall  re- 
ceive the  rents  and  profits  during  her  widowhood,  and  after 
her  decease,  I  give  and  devise  the  same,  for  want  of  issue 
as  aforesaid,  to  my  son  James  Dobin,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever:  but  in  case  my  son  James  Dobin  shall  happen  to 
die  before  my  son  Philip,  and  the  said  Philip  shall  not  leave 
any  issue  of  his  body  begotten,  then  my  will  is,  that  my  said 
lands  shall  be  sold,  and  equally  divided  between  my  six 

(fl)  3  T.  R.  143.  (b)  7  T.  R.  689; 
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daughters  and  their  i^siie."  One  question  was,  what  estate 
Philip  Dobin  took  under  the  will  of  his  father.  Lord  Ken- 
yon,  after  stating  the  words  of  the  devise,  says,  *'  The  first 
question  that  arises  in  this  case  is,  whether  this  is  an 
estate  tail  or  in  fee.  The  first  part  of  the  devise  to  Philip 
Dobin  primft  facie  carries  a  fee,  for  it  is  to  him  and  his  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever;  but  it  is  clear  that  those  words  may 
be  restrained  by  subsequent  ones,  so  as  to  carry  an  estate 
tail;  and  a  long  string  of  cases  may  be  cited,  in  order  to 
shew  that,  where  an  estate  is  limited  to  a  man  and  his  heirs 
for  ever,  and  if  he  die  without  leaving  heirs,  then  to  his 
brother^  or  to  any  person  who  may  be  his  heir,  those  words 
shall  be  restrained  to  heirs  of  a  particular  kind,  namely, 
'  heirs  of  (he  body.*  If  the  subsequent  part  of  this  devise  had 
been  '  and  in  case  he  shall  die  without  heirs,  then  over,'  it 
would  have  given  to  jP.  Dobin  an  estate  tail,  which  he  might 
have  barred  by  the  recovery.  But  here  the  words  are,  '  but 
in  case  he  shall  happen  to  die  leaving  no  issue  behind  him,' 
which  makes  a  very  material  difference,  and  brings  it  within 
the  case  of  Pells  v.  Brown  (a),  which  is  the  foundation,  and, 
as  it  were,  the  Magna  Charta  of  this  branch  of  the  law.  This 
question  arose  soon  after  executory  devises  were  first  taken 
notice  of,  which  was  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeihg  and 
that  doctrine  has  never  been  since  doubted  by  the  Courts  of 
Law.  But  the  defendant's  counsel  has  attempted  to  distin- 
guish  this  case  from  that  of  Pells  v.  Brown  (a),  because 
there  the  words  are,  '  if  Thomas  (the  first  devisee)  died 
without  issue,  living  William,  his  brother;'  but  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that  there  are  words  in  this  case  {Porter  v.  Brad' 
ley{b))  equivalent  to  those^  namely,  '  if  P.  Dobin  shall  die 
leaving  no  issue  behind  him*  If,  indeed,  only  the  first 
words,  leavifig  no  issue,  had  been  used,  they,  according  to 
the  opinion  of  Lord  Maccle^eld,  in  Forth  v.  Chapman  {c), 
must  be  restrained  to  mean  *  leaving  issue  at  the  time  of  his 
death.'     But  it  is  contended  that  rule  is  confined  to  chattel 


(a)  Cm.  Jac.  590. 
\h)  3  T.  R»  143. 


(c)  1  P.  Wms.  663. 
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iDterests  only;  yet  it  would  be  very  strange  if  those  words 
had  a  diflferent  meaning,  when  applied  to  real  and  personal 
property.  If  such  a  distinction  existed  in  the  law^  it  cer- 
tainly would  not  agree  with  the  rule,  lex  plus  laudatur 
quando  ratione  probatur;  but  it  is  not  founded  in  law;  and 
there  are  even  additional  words  in  this  case,  '  leaving  issue 
behind  him/  which  necessarily  import  that  the  testator 
meant  at  the  time  of  his  son's  death.  The  subsequent 
parts  of  the  will  also  convey  the  same  idea  ;*'  and  then  he 
states  the  other  parts  of  the  will.  The  Court  of  King's 
Bench  certified  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that  P.  JDobin 
took  an  estate  in  fee-simple,  in  the  premises  above  devised 
to  him ;  but  as  Philip  died  without  issue  living  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  further  disposi- 
tion made  by  the  testator  in  that  event,  was  good  by  way  of 
executory  devise.  In  Roe  d.  Sheers  v.  Jefferyia)^  the  tes- 
tator devised  the  premises  in  question  to  his  wife  for  life, 
after  her  decease  to  his  daughter  for  life,  after  her  death  to  his 
grandson  and  his  heirs  for  ever;  *'  but  in  case  his  grandson 
should  depart  this  life  and  leave  no  issue,  then  that  the 
premises  should  be  and  remain  unto  the  three  daughters  of 
W.  M.  Friswell,  or  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  to  be 
equally  divided  betwixt  them,  share  and  share  alike."  The 
question  was,  whether  the  grandson  took  an  estate  tail,  or 
an  estate  in  fee,  with  an  executory  devise  over.  Lord  Keu' 
yon  made  the  same  remarks  as  in  Porter  v.  Bradley  (6), 
that  it  was  not  reconcileable  with  reason,  that  the  same 
words  should  receive  one  construction  as  applied  to  one 
species  of  property,  and  another  as  to  another;  but  he 
added  that,  if  it  had  become  a  settled  rule  of  property,  it 
might  be  dangerous  to  overturn  it.  The  case  stood  over, 
and  Lord  Kenyon,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said 
that,  on  looking  through  the  whole  of  the  will,  the  Court 
had  no  doubt  but  the  testator  meant  that  the  dying  without 
issue  was  confined  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  the  death  of  the 
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1838.  first  taker;  for  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  giten  over  were 
theu  in  existence^  and  life  estates  only  were  given  to  them, 
and  thus  there  was  no  doubt  about  the  testator's  intention; 
and  it  was  held  that  the  devise  over  was  a  good  executory 
devise.  In  Doe  d.  Barnfield  v.  Wttton  {a),  the  testator  de- 
vised the  premises  in  question  to  his  wife  for  her  life,  and 
after  her  death  his  freehold  and  leasehold  premises  to 
Thomas  Barnfield,  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators, 
upon  trust  to  permit  his  son  John  to  take  the  rents  and 
profits  for  his  life,  and  after  his  death,  upon  trust  for  all  the 
sons  and  daughters  of  his  son  John,  and  their  heirs;  and 
after  the  death  of  his  wife,  he  devised  his  copyhold  pre- 
mises to  his  daughter  Susannah,  her  heirs  and  assigns  fbr 
ever;  ''  but  if  his  daughter  should  happen  to  die  leaving  no 
child  or  children,  lawful  issue  of  her  body,  living  at  the  time 
of  her  death,"  then  he  devised  the  premises  to  Francis 
Barnfield  and  his  heirs,  upon  trust,  &c.  It  was  held  to  be 
an  executory  devise,  and  it  seems  quite  clear  it  must  be  so, 
because  the  dying  without  issue  was  limited  to  the  life  of 
Susannah  the  daughter,  and  therefore  fell  within  the  case 
of  Pells  v.  Brown  (6),  and  other  similar  cases.  In  the  case 
of  Crooke  v.  De  Vandes(c),  Lord  Uldon  thus  expresses 
himself,  p.  203,  "  When  I  read  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Brad- 
ley (d),  speaking  with  all  due  deference  to  the  learned  judge 
who  expressed  that  dictum,  it  appeared  to  me  that  it  went 
to  shake  settled  rules  to  their  foundation.  I  had  heard  the 
case  of  Porth  v.  Cliapman  (e)  cited  for  years,  and  repeatedly 
by  Lord  Kenyon  himself,  as  not  to  be  shaken ;  and  if  Porter 
v.  Bradley  {d)  has  not  since  been  disturbed  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  upon  the  principles  expressed  by  Lord 
Alvanley,  in  Campbell  v.  Campbell (f),  against  shaking  set* 
tied  rules,  I  will  not  add  to  the  authority  of  that  decision." 
In  Elton  V.  Eason  (g).  Sir  William  Grant,  the  Master  of 

(a)  3  B.  fe  P.  394.  (e)  1  P.  WmS.  (kSS. 

{b)  Cro.  Jac.  590.  (/)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  15. 

(c)  9  Vea.  197.  (g)  19  Ves.  T3. 
(<0  3  T.  IL  143. 
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the  Rolls^  ihus  begins  bis  judgment — *'  There  is  no  reason         1838. 
why  the  same  words  may  not  be  differently  construed^  when      ^^^f^^ 
they  apply  to  different  descriptions  of  property,  governed  d, 

by  different  rules/'  And  in  another  part  he  says,  *'  The  ^adoo4K 
case  of  Crooke  r.  De  Fandes(a),  in  which  the  Lord  Chan-  Ewart. 
cellor  eipresses  his  opinion  very  strongly  in  favour  of  the 
distinction  in  Forth  ▼.  Chapman  (6),  (and  Lord  Hardmcke 
has  repeatedly  recognized  it),  appears  to  be  just  as  strong 
as  this/'  After  these  remarks  of  Lord  Eldon  and  Sir  Wil- 
Uam  Grani,  we  cannot  consider  the  case  of  Porter  ▼• 
Bradley  (c)  to  have  overturned  the  case  of  Forth  v.  Chap- 
man (b),  and  the  more  so  as  since  that  case  there  have  been 
the  two  cases  of  Tetmy  d.  Agar  v.  Agar{d)  and  Dansey  v. 
ChiffithM{e)\xi  this  Court  (above  cited),  directly  the  other 
way ;  and  if  the  case  of  Porter  v.  Bradley  {c)  be  supportable 
at  all,  it  can  only  be  on  the  ground  of  the  words  behind 
Mm  being  introduced  after  the  words  ''  leaving  no  issue/' 
and  which  distinction  is  observed  upon  by  Mr.  Justice  Le 
Blanc,  in  his  judgment  in  Temiy  A.  Agar  v.  Agar{d)\  and 
with  regard  to  Roe  d.  Sheer$  v.  Jefery  (/),  that  case,  if  sup- 
portable  at  all,  can  only  be  so  on  the  ground  of  the  devise 
over  being  of  life  estates.  In  Baron  v.  Salter  (g),  Sir  W. 
Orant  says,  "  In  Boe  v.  Jeffery  (/)  the  devise  over  was 
only  of  life  estates,  and  on  that  account  Lord  Kenyon  com- 
pared it  to  Pells  V.  Brown  (A)."  We  have  made  these  re- 
marks as  applicable  to  the  words  of  the  will,  as  we  do  not 
think  that  there  are  any  parts  of  it,  which  shew  any  intention 
to  be  inferred  different  from  what  the  words  import  in  their 
general  legal  signification.  And  upon  the  whole  we  come 
to  the  conclusion,  that,  as  the  case  originally  stood,  the 
daughter  Isabella  took  an  estate  tail.  If  indeed  the  words 
of  the  will  had  been  ''  but  in  case  it  should  happen  that  my 
said  daughter  Isabella  depart  this  life  before  she  shall  attain  the 

(s)  9  Vet.  197.  («)  4  M.  &  S.  61. 

{b)  1  P.  Wni»,  663.  (/)  7  T.  R.  589. 

(c)  3  T.  R.  143.  (g)  17  Ves.  483. 
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183a  age  of  iwenty-five  yean,  and  without  leaving  issue  lawfully 
begotten/'  the  addition  of  the  words  ''  before  she  shall  attain 
the  age  of  twenty  five  years  and,"  might  have  varied  the 
case^  and  it  might  l>e  contended  that  these  words  would 
make  it  a  dying  without  leaving  issue  living  at  the  time  of 
the  death,  before  twenty-five.  However,  there  are  not  any 
similar  words  in  the  will,  and  the  former  part  of  the  will 
does  not  import  them,  for  though  Isabella  is  not  to  enter 
into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  till  she  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-five  years,  yet  the  devise  over  is  not  to  depend 
at  all  upon  her  dying  under  that  age,  but  on  her  leaving 
issue ;.  anil  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  cases  referred 
to  in  the  argument  on  that  point.  When  the  age  to  which 
a  person  is  to  attain,  and  the  dying  without  issue,  are  to  form 
the  basis  of  the  devise  over,  sometimes  the  word  and  is 
mentioned,  and  at  other  times  the  word  or,  and  the  reason- 
ing is  formed  upon  those  words.  But  here  is  the  total 
absence  of  one  of  the  branches. 

So  far  we  have  commented  upon  the  will  as  originally 
set  out  in  the  case.  But  the  Court,  when  this  case  was 
first  begun  to  be  argued,  directed  the  whole  will  to  be  intro- 
duced into  and  form  part  of  the  case.  And  by  the  will  as 
fully  set  out,  after  bequeathing  his  household  furniture, 
&c.  to  his  wife,  he  gives  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate 
to  his  trustees  in  trust  to  apply  it  in  payment  of  his 
debts,  and  then  to  invest  the  surplus  in  securities  at 
interest,  and  to  pay  the  interest  to  his  wife  for  her  life  or 
during  widowhood ;  and  afterwards  to  apply  it,  or  a  sufli- 
cient  portion  of  it,  to  the  maintenance  and  support  of 
his  daughter  until  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years,  and  when  she  shall  attain  that  age  then  to  pay  the 
principal  and  unapplied  interest  to  her;  but  in  case  his 
said  daughter  should  happen  to  die  before  having  attained 
twenty-five  years  of  age  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  in  trust  to 
pay  the  same  to  such  issue,  share  and  share  alike  if  more 
than  one,  as  soon  as  they  should  respectively  attain  their  ages 
of  twenty-one  years,  and  to  pay  the  interest  towards  their 
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maintenance,  education,  and  support  in  the  meantime  :  but 
in  case  his  said  daughter  should  happen  to  die  under  that 
age  and  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  then  he  gave  and  be* 
queathed  the  whole  of  such  surplus  of  his  personal  estate 
and  effects  unto  the  said  Major  Wm.  Hodgson  and  his  na- 
tural daughter  Jane  Da1$ton  Hodgson^  in  equal  shares,  share 
and  share  alike.  It  will  be  seen  by  this,  that  the  testator 
makes  a  provision  as  to  his  daughter  dying  under  twenty- 
five  years  of  age,  and  without  leaving  issue,  which  shews 
that  be  knew  what  would  be  the  effect  of  those  words ;  and 
therefore  from  bis  silence  when  he  comes  to  the  limitation 
of  the  real  estate,  where  no  such  words,  or  any  words  of 
similar  import,  are  introduced,  it  seems  to  follow  that  he  did 
not  mean  that  they  should  be  taken  into  consideration,  and 
that  the  words  must  speak  for  themselves  according  to  their 
general  legal  import;  and  therefore  the  objection  to  the 
same  words  being  construed  in  two  different  senses  as  to  real 
and  personal  estate,  does  not  apply  to  the  present  will.  It 
has  been  argued  in  one  of  the  former  cases  {Damey  v. 
Griffiih{ji%  that  in  Forth  v.  Chapman  {b)^  and  most  of  the 
other  cases  cited  as  to  this  point,  where  the  subsequent 
words,  on  which  the  remainder  over  was  limited,  were  held  to 
give  an  estate  tail  to  the  first  taker,  that  the  estate  was  limited 
to  the  first  taker  indefinitely,  and  not  by  words  of  inherit- 
ance. But  notwithstanding  this,  the  Court  held  in  that 
case,  that  the  first  taker  had  an  estate  tail ;  and  in  several 
of  the  cases  above  cited  there  were  words  of  inheritance  in 
the  estate  of  the  first  taker,  and  the  Courts  have  never  gone 
upon  any  distinction  of  that  sort.  AnA  upon  the  whole  we 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  daughter  Isabella  took  an 
estate  tail.  Then  assuming  that  Isabella  took  an  estate  tail, 
another  question  is,  whether  the  estate  tail  be  vested  iu  her 
before  she  attains  the  age  of  tweuty-five  years.  In  Boras' 
ton*s  case  (c),  the  testator  devhed  io  Thomas  A  mery  and 
his  wife  the  premises  in  question  for  eight  years,  and  after 

(«)  4  M.  &  S.  61.  (r)  3  Rep.  19. 

(6)  lP.Wm8.663. 
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J6S8.  the  said  term  to  remain  to  his  executors  until  his  sou  Hugh 
Boraston  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-one  years^  and  the 
mesne  profits  ''  to  be  employed  by  my  executors  towards 
the  performance  of  my  will ;  and  when  the  said  Hugh  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years>  then  I  will  that  he  shall 
enjoy  the  premises  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever/'  Hugh 
Borastoft  died  at  the  age  of  nine  years.  The  Court  said, 
*'  the  case  at  bar  was  no  other  in  effect  but  that  a  man  de- 
vises his  lands  to  his  executors  [for  the  payment  of  his  debts] 
until  his  son  shall  have  come  to  his  full  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  remainder  to  his  son  in  fee ;  for  although  these  are 
adverbs  of  time,  'when  &c.'  and  '  then  &e./  yet  they  do  not 
amount  to  make  any  thing  precede  the  settling  the  remain- 
der, no  more  than  in  the  common  case."  In  Mamfield  v. 
Dugard(a)  the  testator  devised  to  his  wife  till  his  son  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  when  his  son  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  to  his  son  and  his 
heirs ;  his  son  died  at  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  wife's  estate  determined  at  bis  decease,  and 
that  the  remainder  vested  in  the  son  upon  the  testator's  death, 
and  did  not  expect  the  contingency  of  his  attaining  twenty- 
one  years.  In  Goodtitle  d.  Hayward  v.  Whitbjf(b),  the  tes- 
tator devised  the  premises  in  question  to  trustees  and  their 
heirs  in  trust  to  lay  out  the  rents  and  profits  for  the  main- 
tenance of  his  nephews  during  their  minority,  and  when  and 
as  they  should  attain  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years  to  remain 
to  them  and  their  heirs  ;  it  was  held  that  the  nephews  took 
the  fee  immediately.  In  Denn  d.  SatUrthwaite  v..  Salter* 
thwaiie{c),  Clement  Salterthwaite  devised  the  premises  to 
William  Satterthwaite,  his  fourth  son,  for  the  use  of  William 
Satterthwaite,  the|son  of  the  said  William,  for  his  maintenance 
and  education  till  he  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ; 
after  which  he  devised  the  same  to  William  Satterthtoaite, 
the  grandson,  and  his  heirs.  The  Court  was  clear  that 
William,  the  father,  was  only  in  the  nature  of  a  guardian  to 
William,  his  son,  and  that  the  fee-simple  vested  instantly  in 

(a)  1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  195.  (c)  1  W.  Black.  519. 

lb)  1  Burr.  228. 
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William^  the  son.    In  Doe  d.  Wheedon  v.  Lea  {a),  the  tes- 
tator devised  the  premises  to  ITiomas  Lea  and  Edward  John" 
Miane,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold  to  them  and  their  heirs 
until  Michael  Lea,  then  an  infant  of  thirteen  years  of  age, 
diould  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  on  condition  that 
they  should,  out  of  the  rents  and  profits,  during  all  that  time 
keep  the  buildings  in  repair.    Also  he  devised  to  the  said 
Michael  Lea,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  when  and  so  soon 
as  he  should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-four  years,  the  premises 
in  question^  and  directed  the  trustees  to  surrender  the  pre- 
mises accordhfigly.    Michael  Lea  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  but  died  under  the  age  of  twenty-four  years. 
Lord  Kenyon  said,  ''  the  only  question  is,  whether  in  the 
event  of  Michael  Lea  dying  before  he  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-four  years,  this  was  a  vested  interest  in  him  descendi- 
ble to  his  heir  at  law :  and  I  conceive  there  can  be  no  doubt 
on  this  question.     It  has  been  argued  that  it  depended  on 
a  condition  precedent,  and  that,  that  not  having  happened, 
the  estate  never  vested  in  Michael  Lea,    And  certainly  the 
consequence  contended  for  would  follow,  if  this  were  a 
condition  precedent.    The  only  case  cited  in  support  of 
it  is  that  of  Brownwood  v.  Edwards{b);  but  it  must  be 
remembered  the  words  there  are  very  different  from  the 
present.    There  it  was  if  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years;  but  the  words  in  this  case  only  denote   the 
time  when  the  beneficial  interest  was  to  arise."    The  other 
two  judges  in  Court,  Mr.  Justice  Ashhurst  and  Mr.  Justice 
Grose,  gBive  their  opinion  to  the  same  effect.    Tliere  is  also 
on  this  point  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Morris  v,  Underdomi  (c). 
We  think  these  cases  quite  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  estate 
tail  of  Isabella  was  vested  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  her 
mother  having  died  in  his  life-time.     We  may  here  observe, 
that  this  question  as  to  the  effect  of  dying  without  issue 
may  perhaps  be  now  agitated  for  the  last  time  ;  for  by  the 
act  7  Will.  4  and  1  Victoria,  c.  26,  s.  29#  which  takes 
effect  at  the  beginning  of  this  year,  all  these  expressions  of 

(fl)  3  T.  R.  41 .  (c)  Willes,  293. 

(6)  2  Ves.  24S. 
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"  die  without  issue/'  or  **  die  without  leaTihg  issue/'  or  ^ 
any  other  words  which  may  import  a  failure  of  issue,  shall 
be  construed  to  mean  a  want  or  failure  of  issue  in  the  life- 
time of  the  party,  and  therefore  the  fifty-seven  cases  alluded 
to  by  Lord  EHetiboroygh,  in  Doe  v.  Eilis{a\  as  having  been 
mentioned  by  Lord  Thurlow  in  Biggs  v.  Beaslejf{b),  as  having 
occurred  on  this  head,  as  well  as  several  others  since  that 
time,  may  be  considered  as  out  of  our  reports,  except  as  to 
wills  made  before  the  present  year. 

The  second  question  is,  assuming  Isabella  to  have  a  vested 
estate  tail,  whether  the  recovery  suffered  by  her  was  sufficient 
to  bar  the  estate  tail;  and  for  that  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
what  estate  the  trustees  took  under  the  will.  This  Court 
had  occasion  a  short  time  ago  to  consider  the  question,  what 
estate  trustees  took  under  a  will  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  Shelley 
V.  Edlin{c)9  in  which  the  rule  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Bay" 
hy  and  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd^  in  Player  v.  NicholU(d),  was 
cited,  where  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  says  "  that  it  may  be  laid 
down  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  an  estate  is  devised  to 
trustees  for  particular  purposes,  the  legal  estate  is  vested  in 
them  as  long  as  the  execution  of  the  trust  requires  it,  and  no 
longer;  and,  therefore,  as  soon  as  the  trusts  are  satisfied,  it 
will  vest  in  the  person  beneficially  entitled  to  it/'  and  Mr. 
Justice  Holroyd,  in  the  same  case,  says  "  that  a  trust  estate 
is  not  to  continue  beyond  the  period  required  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  trust."  But  the  Court  goes  on  to  say  that, ''  if 
the  rules  above  mentioned,  as  laid  down  by  these  judges,  be 
confined  so  as  to  say  that  the  trustees  originally  take  only 
that  quantity  of  interest  which  the  purposes  of  the  trust  re- 
quire, as  far  as  is  expressed  by  the  words  used  in  the  instru- 
ment itself,  or  by  the  apparent  intention  of  the  maker  of 
the  instrument,  consistent  with  the  language  of  it,  then  we 
admit  the  rule  to  be  correct ;  but  if  it  be  meant  to  apply  to 
all  cases  in  general  where  the  trusts  are  no  longer  capable 
of  being  carried  into  effect,  but  yet  the  instrument,  by  the 
legal  construction  of  it,  already  gave  an  estate  which  might 


(a)  9  East,  388. 

lb)  1  Bro.  Ch.  Cases,  190. 


(c)  4  A.  &  R  582. 

Id)  1 B.  &  c.ssa. 
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continue  for  a  longer  period  than  that  during  which  the 

objects  of  the  trusts  had  an  actual  existence,  then  that^  in 

my  mind,  will  admit  of  a  different  consideration.     I  admit 

that  for  a  great  number  of  years  past  the  Courts  have  held 

that  trustees  take  that  quantity  of  interest  which  the  pur-       Ewart. 

poses  of  the  trust  require :  and  the  question  is,  not  whether 

the  maker  of  the  instrument  has  used  words  of  limitation, 

or  expressions  adequate  to  convey  an  estate  of  inheritance, 

but  whether  the  exigencies  of  the  trust  require  a  fee  or  can 

be  satisfied  by  a  less  estate." 

We  acquiesce  in  what  the  Court  there  said,  and  we  will  now 
consider  what  estate  the  trustees  took  under  the  will,  as  qua- 
lified by  the  rule  laid  down  in  that  case.  The  first  thing  to 
notice  is  the  interest  they  took  before  Isabella  attained  her 
age  of  twenty-five  years.  That  was  only  an  estate  for  years, 
determinable  upon  her  attaining  that  age  or  dying  before ;  and 
that  was  not  a  freehold  but  a  term  of  years,  and  it  would 
not  prevent  Isabella  from  suffering  a  recovery,  as  she  had 
the  first  immediate  estate  of  freehold,  and  as  the  devise  to 
her  gave  her  the  legal  estate.  As  far  as  the  mere  devise  to 
her  went,  that  would  be  a  legal  recovery.  Another  trust 
impdsed  upon  the  trustees  by  the  will  is,  to  pay  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  estate  to  the  wife  of  the  testator  for  her 
life  or  during  her  widowhood.  That  would  give  them  a 
freehold  interest  in  the  estate ;  but  as  she  died  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator  it  never  took  effect,  and  as  the  duration 
of  their  estate  for  that  purpose  is  limited  by  the  will,  it 
would  fall  within  the  general  rule,  that  the  object  ceasing, 
the  estate  of  the  trustees  ceases  also.  We  do  not  enter 
into  any  consideration  whether  the  words  in  the  will  would 
give  the  legal  estate  to  the  trustees ;  if  they  did  not  the  wife 
of  the  testator  would  have  had  the  legal  estate,  but  the  estate 
being  gone  altogether  it  is  no  objection  to  the  recovery. 

The  next  thing  is  the  annuity  to  Jane  Daki^  Hodgson. 
If  an  annuity  be  left  charged  upon  the  real  estate,  and  the 
estate  be  devised  to  trustees,  that  alone  does  not  give  the 
legal  estate  to  the  trustees ;  but  if  they  are  directed  to  pay 

VOL.111.  Q 
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ibe  annuity,  then  tliey  have  the  legal  estate  for  that  pur* 
pose.  This  is  fully  illustrated  by  Lord  4lvat^if  in  Km- 
rick  V.  Lord  William  Beauclerkia).  As  to  payiPept,  del^ta 
and  annuities  stand  upon  the  same  footing.  And  then  ish 
asmuch  as  the  will  directs  the  trustees  to  pay  the  annuity, 
there  appears  to  be  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the  trustees 
which  precedes  the  estate  of  Isabella,  the  daughter,  and 
consequently  would  prevent  her  suffering  a  valid  recoveryt 

The  next  trust  to  be  noticed  is,  that  the  trustees  are  to 
sell  to  pay  debts,  in  case  of  deficiency  of  the  personal 
estate.  It  appears  from  the  case  that  there  was  siicb  defi- 
ciency I  consequently  the  trustees  had  an  estate  in  fee  to  en- 
able them  to  sell,  and  they  have,  in  fact,  sold  part  of  the 
estates  accordingly,  and  I  presume  (though  it  ii  not  so  stated 
in  the  case)  that  they  have  sold  euough  to  pay  the  debtSj  snd 
that  therefore  there  does  not  remain  any  thing  more  to  be 
done  by  them  in  that  respect.  Then  a  question  arises^ 
whether,  as  the  object  of  that  part  of  the  trust  has  been 
performed,  there  was  any  estate  remaining  in  the  trustees 
which  had  been  created  for  the  purposes  of  this  trust.  It 
might  appear,  according  to  the  case  of  Plajffr  v»  fiicholls  (b), 
that  the  object  of  the  trust  being  performed  the  estate  of 
the  trustees  in  fee«simple  should  cease  also :  but  inasmuch 
as  the  power  of  the  trustees  as  to  this  arose  upon  a  con* 
tingency,  and  that  contingency  has  happenedj  they  had  a 
full  power  to  sell  any  part  of  the  premises  {  and  theUi  as  the 
will  does  not  confine  their  power  to  sell  so  much  as  sjiould 
be  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts,  and  also  as  there  is  no  devise 
over  of  such  parts  as  should  remain  unsold,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  trustees  retained  the  fee-simple  crei|ted  by 
the  will  in  the  whole  of  the  estates  of  the  testator,  accord- 
ing to  the  qualification  of  the  rule  in  Doe  d.  Shelley  v.  Ed- 
lin  (c).  It  is  true  that  the  beginning  of  the  language  of  the 
power  to  sell  says,  '^  anjf  part"  of  the  estnte,  iind  does  not 
say  *'  the  whole  or  any  part,"  but  the  latter  part  of  t|ie 

(a)  a  B.  &  P.  178.  (c)  4  A.  &  E.  58S. 

(6)  1  B.  S(  C.  Sd6. 
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power  says, ''  ihe  said  premises  or  any  pari  thereof/'  and  we  1838. 
think  the  legal  effect  of  this,  taken  altogether,  is  to  extend 
the  power  over  the  whole.  Tb^  P9lie  of  Worter  v.  Hutch- 
ings  (a)  was,  in  some  respects,  the  same  as  to  limitations  as 
the  present  |  and  though  there  WM  9  deviifi  in  fee  to  the 
trustees,  this  Court  held  thev  only  took  a  chattel  interest ; 
but  the  limitations  were  very  complicated,  and  we  consider 
the  decision  as  having  turned  on  the  particular  circumstances, 
and  not  on  the  general  point  of  the  trustees  taking  the  fee  ; 
and  we  do  not  think  that  case  sufficient  to  vary  what  we  con- 
sider the  general  principle,  so  as  to  give  a  chattel  interest 
only  to  the  trustees. 

Then  as  the  trustees,  in  our  opinion,  have  a  general  fee* 
simple  in  the  whole  of  the  estate,  it  is  to  be  considered  how 
that  affects  (be  recovery  i  and  upon  that  we  thinly  such  fee- 
simple  absorbs  the  freehold  which  they  had  for  the  payment 
of  the  annuity  to  Jane  Dahton  Hodgson,  though  not  as  a 
regular  merger,  and  thai  the  case  is  to  be  considered  ac 
upon  the  estate  in  fee  being  in  the  triistees.  We  think 
ibat  lliey  have  the  legal  estate  in  fee,  and  that  Isabella  baa 
an  equitable  estate  in  tail)  and  therefore  she  may  suffer  an 
equitable  recovery,  which  will  have  the  effect  of  barruig  all 
equitable  remainders  over,  though  it  would  not  bar  legal 
remainders^  Then,  is  the  remattider  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  Jane  Dalsion  Hodgson  a  legal  or  an  equitable 
remainder  ?  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  an  equitable  re* 
mainder.  It  is  of  the  same  quality  in  that  respect  as  the 
estate  to  Isabella;  the  trustees  have  the  legal  estate,  and 
therefore  the  remainder  over  is  barred. 

We  are  of  opinion  therefore  that  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  judgment  will  be 
entered  as  agreed  in  the  case. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(fl)l  B.&  0.731. 
END  OF  HILARY  TERM. 
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IM  THE  FItST  TEAK  OF  THE  KEIGH  OF  TICTOKU. 


The  Judges  in  Banc  ttiis  Term  were. 
Lord  Dbnmam  C.J.  Patteson  J. 

LlTTLEDALE  J.  CoLERIDGR  J. 

In  the  Bail  Court, 
Williams  J. 


1838. 


Thursday,  FiELD  and  another  r.  Joseph  Robins. 

April  i9th. 
Tlie  pla'iniiflfi    DeBT  on  bond  for  2000/.,  bearing  date  April  IQtb,  1822, 
one'of  two       ^"^  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  to  indemnify 
obligore  to  a     ^ii^m  f|.QQ|  liability  in  respect  of  a  bond  given  by  them  to 
joint  and  teve-    ,      _  .       ^        .       ,  -.      i       •      •   •       ••     • 

ral  indemnity    the  Crown,  as  sureties  for  the  defeiKUUit  s  duly  discbargmg 

cUradon"  buf  **"  ^"^*®*  **  Storekeeper  to  the  ordnance.  The  breach  as- 
while  the  da-  signed  was,  that  the  defendant  had  not  indemnified  the 
iTfflmnidated,  plai"t»ff«*  On  oyer,  the  bond  appeared  to  be  the  joint  and 
accepted  from  several  bond  of  the  defendant  and  James  Robins.  Plea, 
fitating  it  m  a    ^^^^  ^f^^^  forfeiture  of  the  bond,  and  while  the  damages 

receipt  to  have  ^g^e  unliquidated,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 

been  accept-  ,  * 

ed  in  discharge  suit,  Joseph   RobiMs  had  paid  215/.  to  the  plaintiffs  in 

of tlie  damages  satisfaction  of  the  breaches  of  the  said  bond,  and  that 

and  costs  lu  ^     ^  ' 

that  action.      plaintiffs  accepted  the  said  sum  in  satisfaction  as  afore- 

arterwards'  ^  ^^'^*  '^^^  replication  traversed  the  above  allegations  in 
brought  ano-     the  plea. 

ther  action  on  .i.i.»iTx  ^r  .v. 

the  same  bond      At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  London 

"^h"obn*or  *'*^*'^8*  ^^'^^  ^^^^  Hilary  term,  it  appeared  that  a  previous 
mid  recovered   action  had  been  brought  against  James  Robins  on  the  same 

'iOOQLilsAXd,  ^o"^>  »"*1  *hat  after  declaration  a  settlement  had  been  come 

The  Court 

held,  tiiat  the  composition  in  the  former  action  was  not  a  discharge  of  the  whole  damages 

on  the  bond,  and  refused  to  set  aside  the  verdict. 
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to  by  his  paying  the  plaintiffs  215/.;  and  that  they  there-         1838. 
upon  gave  him  the  following  receipt : —  F      > 

''  Received  of  Jantes  Robins  the  sum  of  215L,  being  the    and  nnoihcr 
amount  which  we  have  agreed  to  accept  in  discbarge  of  the       Robins. 
damages  and  costs  in  this  action. 

(Signed)  George  Field, 

J.  P.  Hauler:' 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  above  settle- 
ment with  one  of  the  obligors  must  be  taken  as  a  settlement 
of  the  entire  cause  of  action,  in  respect  of  which  they  were 
both  liable.  For  the  plaintiff.  Waiters  v.  Smith  (a)  was 
cited.  The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  his  lordship,  re- 
turned a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  to  which 
they  proved  themselves  damnified,  10982.  14«.  \\d.y  but 
leave  was  given  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  now  moved  to  enter  the  verdict  accord- 
ingly.    Waiters  v.  Smith  {a),  which  was  cited  for  the  plain- 
tiff at  the  trial,  differs  essentially  from  the  present  case. 
There,  a  joint  contractor  with  the  defendant,  who  had  been 
sued  alone  for  a  debt  actually  due  by  them  to  the  plaintifi*, 
compromised  the  action  against  himself  by  paying  part  of 
the  debt  and  the  costs,  and  it  was  held  that  this  composition 
did  not  operate  as  a  discharge  of  the  whole  debt,  so  as  to 
afford  any  defence  to  the  defendant  in  the  subsequent  ac- 
tion.    But  in  that  case  the  sum  paid  was  intended  to  satisfy 
nothing  beyond  the  proportion  for  which  the  particular  party 
paying  it  was  liable;  it  was  accepted  on  that  understanding, 
and  the  debt  was  actually  due   at  the  time.     But   here 
215/.  was  paid  while  the  damages  were  unliquidated;  no 
debt  was  therefore  in  existence. 

Per  Curiam  (6). — It  is  not  because  the  case  cited  for  the 
plaintiff  falls  short  of  the  mark,  that  we  are  therefore  to 

(a)  S  B.  &  Ad.  889.  ttedakf  PaUeson,  and    Coleridge 

(6)  Lord  Deitmn  C.  J.)  LU'-     is. 
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say  the  defendant  19  entitled  to  aucceed,  for  the  onus  lay 
upon  him  to  shew  affirmatif  ely  that  the  composition  in  the 
former  suit  was  taken  as  a  settlement  of  the  entire  cause  of 
action ;  a  thing  not  f  ery  probable,  if  considered  with  refer* 
ence  either  to  the  proportion  which  the  sum  paid  bears  to 
the  amount  of  the  whole  damages,  or  to  the  very  language 
of  the  receipt  itself. 

Rule  refused. 


Friday, 
April  20th. 

A  devise  is 
sufficiently 
signed  within 
the  5th  section 
of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  by 
the  devisor 
putting  his 
mark,  instead 
of  signing  his 
name  to  it, 
although  he 
was  an  edu- 
cated person 
and  able  to 
write  well. 


Taylor  v.  Drning  and  others. 

1  RESPASS  for  breaking  the  plaintiff's  close  and  cutting 
down  trees.  Plea, — Liberum  tenementum  in  the  defendant, 
Dening,  and  that  the  others  entered  as  his  servants.  Ai  the 
trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,at  the  last  Devonshire  spring 
assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  claimed  as  devisee 
of  one  John  Deningf  under  a  devise  dated  the  9th  January, 
1833,  which  was  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  revoked 
by  a  codicil  of  the  4th  December,  183d.  The  codicil  in 
question  was  duly  attested,  but  the  testator,  although  an 
educated  person,  nnd  able  to  write  well,  had  put  a  cross  as 
his  mark,  instead  of  signing  his  name  to  it.  It  appeared 
that  at  the  time  of  his  so  executing  the  codicil,  he  was  suf- 
fering from  paralysis,  so  that  he  wbuld  have  had  great  diffi* 
culty  in  writing,  but  the  evidence  did  not  shew  that  it  would 
have  been  impossible  for  him  to  have  signed  his  name. 
For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  codicil  had  not  been  properly  signed  within 
the  dth  sect,  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  28  &  29  Cor.  2;  but 
his  lordship  was  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff,  giving  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit. 


F.  N.  Rogers  now  moved  accordingly.     It  is  singular  that 
there  is  no  case  to  be  found  which  establishes  that  the  mark. 
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even  of  an  illiterate  testator,  is  equivalent  to  signing  within  the        1838. 
statute.     In  Lemayne  v.  Stanley  {a),  it  was  held,  that  a  will       -, 
written  in  the  testator's  hand,  and  commencing  ''  I,  John  v. 

Stanley"  was  well  signed, for  that  the  statute  does  not  say  and^othcri. 
where  the  will  shall  be  signed.  Three  of  the  judges  in  that 
case,  Levint  J.  dissenting,  further  intimated,  that  sealing  a 
will  would  be  a  good  signing,  for  that  signum  is  no  more 
than  a  mark,  and  that  sealing  is  a  sufficient  mark.  But  it 
was  afterwards  decided  in  Smith  v.  Evans  (b),  that  sealing 
is  not  sufficient,  on  the  ground  that,  if  it  were  held  to  be  so, 
it  would  be  very  easy  to  forge  any  man's  will  by  forging  the 
names  of  obscure  persons,  who  were  dead,  as  witnesses,  for 
there  would  be  no  occasion  to  forge  the  testator's  hand. 
Lord  Hardwiche  also,  in  Graysofi  v.  Atkinson  (c),  and  Willes 
C.  J.  in  Ellis  v.  Smith  {d),  make  some  strong  observations 
upon  this  point;  and  in  Wright  v.Wakeford  (e)  also  the  dis- 
tinction between  sealing  and  signing  is  referred  to.  If  then 
it  is  clear  from  the  authorities,  that  sealing  cannot  be  sub- 
stituted for  signing,  k  fortiori  marking  cannot,  which  is  much 
less  formal  than  sealing.  It  appears  from  Harrison  v.  Har- 
rison (/)  and  Addy  v.  Grix  (g),  that  attestation  of  a  devise 
by  a  mark  is  good,  but  it  did  not  appear  in  those  cases  that 
the  witnesses  were  able  to  write.  The  testator  here  was  a 
literate  person,  and  the  evidence  at  the  trial  shewed  that  his 
illness  made  it  difficult,  but  not  impossible,  for  him  to  sign 
his  name.  The  statute  must  have  intended  that  a  man^s 
will  should  be  evidenced  by  his  ordinary  mode  of  signature, 
whatever  that  may  be ;  the  testator's  ordinary  mode  here 
was  by  writing  and  not  by  marking. 

Lord  DeItman  C.  J. — We  ought  not  to  encourage  th^ 
slightest  doubt  on  this  question  by  granting  a  rule.    The 

(di  9  LeVi  1|    8.  C.  Freem.         (d)  1  Ve9.jtin.  13. 
538.  («)  17  Ve9.jon.  459. 

(6)  1  Wils.  313.  (/)  8  Ve».  jun.  185. 

(0  a  Vcs.  sen.  459.  .    (g)  8  Ve».  jun.  504. 
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disallowance  of  sealing  afibrds  no  inference  i%'ith  respect  to 
putting  a  mark ;  for  sealing  and  signing,  in  common  lan< 
guage,  mean  very  different  things.  A  testator  has  always 
been  considered  to  have  satisfied  the  statute  by  putting  his 
mark  to  his  will,  and  if  his  mark  was  properly  verified,  I 
never  heard  of  any  inquiry  as  to  his  capacity  to  sign  his 
name.     We  have  no  doubt  on  the  question. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — ^I'he  word  "  signing"  is  used  in  the  statute 
now  under  consideration,  and  also  in  3  &  4  Anne,  c.  9,  and 
]  7  Geo,  3,  c.  SO,  as  to  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange 
of  small  amount^  the  putting  a  person's  uuirk  to  which  in- 
struments has  always  been  considered  sufficient.  Any  in- 
vestigation into  a  testator's  capacity  to  sign  his  name  would 
be  very  troublesome  and  very  dangerous,  for  it  is  difficult  to 
define  such  a  capacity.  A  man  may  not  be  able  to  sign  his 
name  at  all,  or  he  may  do  so  with  very  great  difficulty,  and 
after  all  not  do  it  legibly,  and  put  his  mark  to  save  trouble. 
In  this  case  the  testator  was  paralytic,  and  might  naturally 
find  it  inconvenient  to  sign  his  name. 

Patteson  J. — It  is  conceded  that  an  illiterate  testator 
may  satisfy  the  statute  by  putting  his  mark  to  his  will ;  but 
the  present  argument  would  throw  upon  the  Court  a  strange 
inquiry^  in  all  cases  of  marksmen,  as  to  whether  they  could 
write  or  not.  I  do  not  see,  even  if  a  man  can  write  well,  why 
he  may  not  set  his  mark  to  his  will,  if  he  prefers  it,  instead 
of  signing  his  name. 

Coleridge  J. — I  should  be  very  sorry  if  our  decision 
were  to  introduce  any  laxity  in  the  practice  of  executing 
wills.  We  have,  however,  merely  to  construe  the  statute, 
and  are  bound  to  decide,  as  a  mere  matter  of  law,  whether 
marking  is  signing.  No  distinction  is  suggested  in  the 
statute  between  learned  and  unlearned  persons  with  respect 
to  the  formalities  to  be  observed  in  the  execution  of  their 
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respective  wills ;  the  only  word  used  is  ''  signing/'  which 
must  be  applicable  therefore  to  all  classes  of  persons. 


Taylor 

V. 


Rule  refused.  Dkniho 

and  others. 


AsHBY  V.  MiNNETT  and  others.  Friday, 

April  90lh. 
Trespass  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods.     Pleas  :     I,  where  the 

not  guilty  ;    2,  that  the  goods  were  not  the  property  of  the  pl»»n^»ff «» 

irespnss  CO 

plaintiff  modo  et  forma.  goods  claimed 

At  the  trial,  at  the  last  Nottinghamshire  assizes,  before  "ro^'jhe**'* 

lAilledale  J.,  it  appeared  that  a  person  of  the  name  of  sheriff;  die 

Brtnnan  being  indebted  to  various  persons,  and  amongst  ^  ^\^^  ^\^^^ 

others  to  the  defendants,  gave  a  cognovit  to  a  relative,  who  the  goods  are 
^,  ^  .  not  ihe  plain- 

was  also  one  of  his  creditors,  upon  which  judgment  was  tiff's,  may 

entered  up,  and  execution  issued  against  his  goods.     The  ^Ji^'^jjjf  ft^u. 
plaintiff,  to  assist  Brennan^  bought  the  goods  in  question  dulent,  and 
(which  consisted  of  a  grocer's  stock)  of  the  sheriff,  but  he  f^p ^^^J^  hi^ 
did  not  remove  them  off  Bretituxn's  premises,  and  allowed  himself  subse- 
him  to  carry  on  his  business  of  grocer  as  before.    The  de-  {^  g^^g  jn 
fendants  then  proposed  to  shew  that  Minnett  liad  taken  the  execution. 
goods   in   execution  under  a  judgment  against  Bremian. 
This  evidence  was  objected  to,  but  admitted   subject  to 
the  opinion  of  the  Court.     The  learned  judge  directed  the 
jury  to  say,  whether  the  sale  from  the  sheriff  to  the  plaintiff 
was  bon&  fide  or  not.     The  jury  found  the  first  issue  for 
the  plaintiff;  second,  that  the   sale   to  the  plaintiff  was 
fraudulent,  and  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant, 
with  leave  to  enter  it  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  100/.,  if  the 
defendant  was  not  at  liberty  to  prove  that  be  was  a  judg- 
ment creditor. 

T.  Hildyard,  on  a  previous  day  in  this  term  (a),  moved 

(«)  April  19th,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtkdalc,  Tatteum^  and 
Ca£eru%e  Js. 
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accordingly.  As  it  appeared  by  Ibe  evidence  that  tbe  plain- 
tifF  was  in  posscMion  of  these  goods,  which  he  bought  at 
tbe  sale  from  the  sheriff,  tbe  only  issue  at  the  trial  was 
proved  for  the  plamtiff.  On  tbe  record,  therefore,  the  de- 
fendant is  a  wrong-doer,  and  his  defence  that  the  sale  was 
fraudulent  should  have  been  pleaded.  In  Howell  v. 
White  {a),  PattetonJ.  ruled  expressly,  that  under  this  issue 
a  defence  like  the  present  should  be  pleaded  specially. 
[PaltesonJ.  That  case  is  not  of  much  authority,  for  it 
was  a  ruling  at  nisi  prius  against  the  party  who  got  the 
verdict.  There  was  no  opportunity  therefore  of  having  it 
considered.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  issue  the  defendant 
undertakes  to  prove  b,  that  tbe  goods  are  not  the  plaintiff's; 
how  can  that  be  done,  except  by  showing  that  they  are  the 
goods  of  himself  or  of  some  one  else  ?  IMiUdale  J.  If  tbb 
defence  was  not  evidence  under  this  issue,  what  plea  could 
you  frame  to  meet  the  case  ?]  A  plea  might  be  framed, 
probably  it  would  be  necessary  to  give  colour.  All  that  the 
second  plea  does  is  to  throw  upon  the  plaintiff  the  burden 
of  proving  a  prim&  facie  title.  To  avoid  that  title  there 
should  have  been  a  special  plea. 

Ciir.  adv.  vulU 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  stated  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
to  be|  that  the  evidence  was  admissible. 

Rule  refused. 


(o)  1  Moo.  h  Rob.  400. 
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Babraclough  and  others  v.  Johnson  and  others.  Am^oth, 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiffs'  close,  l.  On  an  issue 
Pleas:  first,  not  guilty;  second,  a  right  of  way.    At  the  trial  ^^y,  a  docu- 

at  the  last  spring  assizes  at  York  before  PailesonJ.,  it  ap-  "l®"'  upwards 
"^      ®       .  ,  /         '^    of  forty  years 

peared  that  the  plaintiffs  admitted  a  foot  and  bridle  way  old  was  pro- 
over  the  locus  in  quo,  which  was  called  Green  Gale  Lane,  bv^th^rtecnln- 
but  the  struggle  was  as  to  there  being  a  carriage  way  over  it.  habiunu  of  a 
The  plaintiffs'  witnesses  admitted  a  user  by  the  public  with  ^^  ^y^^^  ^^^^ 
carts  &c.  for  the  last  thirty  years,  but  they  put  in  a  docu-  ^««d,  which 
ment  signed  by  thirteen  inhabitants  of  the  hamlet  of  Mor-  have  been 
tomley,  in  the  year  1795,  who  were  all  dead  except  one,  drawn  up  at  a 
who  was  called  as  a  witness.     The  document  stated  that  called  to  resist 
the  Green  Gate  Lane  was  the  private  property  of  Mr.  [{j®  J^ad  "Jng 
Parkin,  the  ancestor  of  the  cestui  que  trust  of  the  plaintiffs  thrown  upon 
and  of  Sir  Waits  Morion,  subject  to  a  public  foot  and  bridle  f^^  document 
way ;  and  the  witness  stated  that  it  was  drawn  up  at  a  contained  a 
public  meeting  of  the  hamlet,  which  was  called  in  order  that  the  locus 

to  resist  the  repairs  of  the  road  beinff  thrown  upon  them.  *"  q"® '^'w  "J^ 
'^  ®     ^  '^  a  public  road ; 

This  document  was  objected  to,  but  received  by  the  learned  Held  that  it 

judge.     The  plaintiffs  further  proved,  that  in   1814  the  J^J'evSn^S 

executor  of  Mr.  Parkin  made  a  verbal  agreement  with  the  reputation. 

Thomcliff  Colliery  Company  and  the  surveyor  of  highways  had  been  used 

of  the  hamlet,  by  which  he  was  to  allow  them  to  use  the  ^?  ^^^  P?*'^**^ 

without  inter«> 
road ;  the  company  to  pay  5s,  a-year,  and  supply  cmders  ruption  for 

for  repairs,  and  the  hamlet  to  lead  and  spread  the  cinders.  ^^^^^  ||||[^^^ 

The  5i,  apyear  was  paid  up  to  1832,  when  a  new  arrange-  appeared 

ment  was  entered  into  by  the  company ;  the  hamlet  also  tweVty-two  * 

found  cinders  during  a  portion  of  the  time,  but  from  18dd  years  before 

no  one  was  allowed  to  pass  unless  they  left  cinders  on  the  commenced, 

an  agreement 
was  made  by  the  owner  of  the  soil  on  one  side,  and  a  company  and  the  surveyor  of 
bigbways  of  the  hamlet  and  others  on  the  other  side,  by  which  the  owner  agreed  to 
let  them  use  the  road  on  the  company  paving  55.  a-year,  and  finding  cinders,  and  the 
hamlet  leading  and  spreading  them  i — Held,  that  although  the  evidence  of  user  per  se 
would  shew  a  dedication  by  the  owner  of  the  soil,  it  was  explained  by  the  agreement  of 


1814,  and  that  the  agreement  onlv  amounted  to  a  license  to  use  the  road  during  such 
times  as  the  conditions  in  it  should  be  observed. 

3.  QtuerBf  whether  there  can  be  a  conditional  dedication  of  a  rij^t  of  way  to  the 
public. 
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1838.         road.     The  learned  judge  told  the  jury,  that  although  the 

^  user  by  the  public,  taken  by  itself,  was  evidence  of  a  dedi- 

and  others     cation,  the  user  was  explained  by  the  agreement  of  1814, 

JouMsoir       ®"^  ^^^^^  unless  the  jury  found  that  Mr.  Parkin  intended 

and  others,     to  dedicate  the  road  to  the  public,  the  bargain  having  been 

broken^  the  verdict  should  be  for  the  plaintiffs.    A  verdict 

having  passed  for  the  plaintiffs. 


First  point:  Atcherley  Serjt.  now  moved  for  a  new  trial.    The  docu- 

siened^^^m-    °^^"^  signed  by  the  parishioners  was  inadmissible.     It  was 

rishionersata  not  evidence  of  reputation,  but  the  mere  declaration  of 

towDslnp^to  ^*  individuals  touching  a  matter  in  dispute,  about  which  their 

resist  the  re-     own  interests  were  concerned.      [Coleridge  i.  Nicholis  v. 

pairs  ofaroad,   ^,,..  ,.       ,        ,,,        •/.        •!• 

not  evidence     Parker  (a)  is  an  authority  that  the  declarations  of  panshioners 

of  reputation.   ^^  j^  ||,g  parish  boundary  are  evidence^  although  they  arc 
interested.]     Even  if  it  were  admissible  generally,  in  this 
case  it  was  post  litem  motam^  for  it  appears  to  have  been 
drawn  up  after  an  attempt  to  charge  the  hamlet  with  the 
repairs. 
Second  point:      H.  The  direction  of  the  learned  judge  was  wrong,  for  he 
if  land^rifow    ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  attention  of  the  jury  from  the  continued  public 
the  public  to     user  of  the  road,  and  asked  them  if  Mr.  Parian  intended 
highway  for      ^^  dedicate  the  road  in  1814.     It  is  submitted,  that,  as  an 
30  years,  a  de-  owner  of  land  must  intend  all  the  consequences  legally 
be  presumed,    deducible  from  his  acts,  if  he  allows  the  public  to  use  his 
land  as  a  road  for  thirty  years,  he  does  in  fact  dedicate  it' 
to  the  public.     If  he  meant  to  give  a  mere  licence  to  cer- 
tain parties,  he  should  do  some  act  to  shew  his  intention. 
This  law  was  laid  down  by  Palteson  J.  in  The  Trustees  of 
the  British  Museum  v.  Finni8{h).     So  in  Rex  v.  Lloyd{c), 
hordEUenboroughC.J.  laid  down,  ''if  the  owner  of  the 
soil  throws  open  a  passage,  and  neither  marks  by  any 
visible  distinction  that  he  means  to  preserve  all  his  rights 
over  it,  nor  excludes  persons  from  passing  through  it  by  po^ 
sitive  prohibition,  he  shall  be  presumed  to  have  dedicated  it 
to  the  public."    [Lord  Denman  C.J.    Wood  v.  Veal{d)  is 

(a)  14  East,  331,  n.  {d)  1  D.  &  R.  20;  5  B.  &  Aldi 

(^)  5C.&P.460.  454. 

(c)  1  Camp.  S60. 
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opposed  to  ihat  doctrine.]     But  supposing  even  that  the         1838. 

dedication  was  intended  to  be  qualified^  the  intention  was      ^^v*^«^ 

not  communicated  to  the  public.     It  was  a  complete  dedi-     qh^  others 

cation  in  fact,  liable  to  be  revoked  indeed,  but  the  condi-       ,   ^' 

Johnson 

tion  was  contamed  m  a  pnvate  agreement  unknown  to  the  and  others. 
public.  Even  if  the  dedication  bad  been  partial,  and  there 
had  been  an  unrestricted  user,  it  would  amount  to  a  com- 
plete dedication.  If  an  owner  of  the  soil  allows  the  public 
to  go  over  bis  lands  for  thirty  years,  he  has  conferred  an 
easement  which  he  cannot  recall. 

Lord  DenmanCJ. — I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  a  First  point. 
rule  on  either  of  the  points.  As  to  the  admissibility  of  the 
document,  it  may  be  admitted  that  it  is  but  slight  evidence  of 
reputation,  for  it  is  no  more  than  a  declaration  by^  persons 
denying  their  liability  to  be  charged,  but  still  it  is  evidence ; 
and  I  do  not  see  how  it  could  be  rejected.  On  the  point  Second  point. 
of  the  dedication  of  the  road  to  the  public,  it  is  true  that 
the  acts  of  user,  taken  by  themselves,  might  be  evidence 
from  which  a  dedication  could  be  inferred,  but  in  this  case 
they  were  all  referable  to  the  agreement ;  and  when  the 
agreement  is  looked  at,  it  clearly  appears  to  be  no  more 
than  a  conditional  dedication  (as  it  were),  which  no  doubt 
was  a  matter  of  convenience  to  both  parties.  Then  comes 
the  question,  whether  there  can  be  a  conditional  dedication, 
and  perhaps  there  cannot ;  for  the  meaning  of  dedication  is 
a  giving  to  the  public  full  right  of  using  as  a  way  the  par- 
ticular ground  in  question,  which  seems  incompatible  with 
the  reservation  of  a  right  to  put  an  end  to  the  easement  at 
any  time  (a).  But  if  this  be  so,  in  the  present  case  I  think 
there  was  no  dedication  at  all,  but  only  a  licence  given  to  use 
the  road  under  certain  circumstances,  in  the  absence  of  which 
circumstances  the  licence  of  course  would  not  operate. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. — ^Thc  documcut  put  in  to  prove  reputa-  Y'ltsi  point. 
tion  was  but  slight  evidence,  and  not  of  the  nature  usually 
tendered  to  prove   reputation,  but  still  it   was   evidence. 

(o)  On  this  point  see  Marquii     257;  see  also  Kex  v.  Leakey  9  N. 
cf  Stafford  v.  Coffney^  7  B.  &  C.     &  M.  583. 


V, 
JOBMSON 

and  oUien. 
Second  point. 
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1838.         As  to  the  dedicatioo,  the  user  was  prima  facie  evidence 
^"-^^^^      of  it,  but  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  that  is  rebutted 

BaRRACLOVOB   _,  »,..-t-it  i. 

and  othen  hy  the  agreement.  Fault  is  found  with  the  expressions  of 
my  learned  brother  as  to  the  intention  with  which  die  road 
was  dedicated,  but  I  think  there  must  be  a  clear  intention 
to  dedicate  in  order  to  constitute  a  dedication.  I  do  not 
mean  to  say,  that  if  an  owner  of  land  allows  the  public  a 
right  of  way  for  a  series  of  years,  his  saying  once  or  twice 
during  that  time  'Uhis  is  qot  a  public  way,"  without  taking 
any  further  steps  about  it,  would  be  such  an  indieation  of 
intention  as  to  prevent  the  user  b^  the  public  being  re- 
ferred to  dedication;  but  even  then  the  question  would  be  on 
the  intention  of  the  party,  and  that  would  be  gathered  from 
his  having  allowed  the  right  of  way  to  the  public  for  so  long 
a  period  without  taking  any  steps  to  prevent  the  user, 
I  therefore  think  the  intention  of  the  oWn^r  of  the  soil  very 
material. 


First  point.  Patteson  J. — I  had  some  difficulty  at  the  trial  as  to  the 

admissibility  of  the  document,  but  I  did  not  see  on  what 
ground  it  could  be  rejected  as  inadmissible^  though  of  so 
little  value.   With  regard  to  the  evidence  as  to  the  intention 

Second  point,  to  dedicate  by  the  owner  of  the  fee,  I  think  the  term  **  de- 
dication'' implies  that  there  must  be  such  an  intention. 
A  man's  land  cannot  be  converted  into  a  road  of  any  sort 
without  his  consent,  and  that  consent  he  may  give  on  any 
terms  he  pleases.  In  the  present  case  all  the  evidence 
shews  that  the  permission  was  obtained  by  the  company  to 
go  on  the  land  on  certain  terms.  What  were  the  5s»  paid 
for  ?  Clearly  to  purchase  the  consent  of  the  proprietor  to 
go  on  the  land.  The  nature  of  the  transaction  was  quite 
clear,  the  owner  of  the  land  was  glad  to  have  his  road  kept 
in  good  repair,  which  he  might  use  as  an  occupation  road, 
and  the  company  were  content  to  pay  the  acknowledgment 
and  the  materials  for  repair  for  the  permission  to  go  on  th^ 
road.  The  inhabitants  of  the  hamlet  were  also  permitted 
to  use  the  road  on  a  like  condition,  There  is  no  |;round 
whatever  on  the  merits  for  disturbipg  the  vcrdJQt, 
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CoLKRioosJ. — ^The  groandt  on  which  the  evidenc9  as        isss. 
to  r^potiilion  WM  objected  to  are,  first,  that  the  document      ^^v^ 
proceeded  from  parties  interested;    and  second,  that  in     and  others 
ordor  of  time  it  was  f  Of/ /i/em  mo/am.   Hkholhyf.  Parker  (a)  v. 

disposes  of  the  objectioni  that  hearsay  evidence  is  inad-    and  others. 
inissible»  bepause  the  witnesses  are  interested »  and  as  to  the  First  point. 
second  objection,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  of  any  dis* 
pute  or  litigation,  except  as  to  the  liability  of  the  hamlet  to 
repair  this  road. 

With  regard  to  the  second  point,  the  ruling  of  my  learned  Second  point. 
brother  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  the  circumstances 
of  the  case;  the  facts  of  user  by  tliemselves  would  imply  a 
dedication!  because  from  tliem  the  jury  might  infer  that  the 
owper  of  the  fee  intended  to  dedicate.  But  the  other  facts 
of  the  case  cannot  be  ei^cluded,  and  they  shew  that  Mr. 
Parkin  did  not  intend  to  dedicate,  either  provisionally  or 
abspliitelyi  but  only  that  he  gave  a  licence  to  use  the  road 
so  long  as  the  5$,  a-year  was  paid  and  the  cinders  supplied. 
If  the  argument  is  valid  that  91  user  for  nineteen  years  on 
the  terms  pf  thp  agreement  implies  a  dedication,  aud  pre- 
vents a  non-compliance  with  the  agreement  on  the  part  of 
the  company  from  having  the  effect  of  terminating  the 
licence,  it  must  follow,  that  a  breach  by  the  company  at  the 
end  of  nineteen  days  would  not  have  cancelled  the  agree- 
ment; for  if  there  was  a  dedication,  it  must  have  taken  place 
at  the  date  of  the  agreement. 

Rule  refused, 
(a)  14  East,  831,  n. 


HuBST  V.  Oebbll.  ^^^2S^. 

Assumpsit  for  so/,  money  had  and  received,  and  on  Where  two 

"^  .         A  .  horses  were 

an  account  Stated.     Plea,  non  assumpsit.     At  the  trial  at  sold  for  80/. 

and  the  money 
paid,  on  condition  that  the  purchaser  might  retnm  them  within  a  month,  allowing  iol, 
off  tne  above  sum,  and  that  he  should  pay  10/.  extra  if  he  kept  them :— Held,  that  the 
paicbaasr,  having  po  returned  them,  might  maintain  roonev  had  and  received  for  the 
70/..  ^s  the  seller  was  to  be  considered  a  slt^holder  for  the  party  entitled  at  the  end 
of  tne  month. 
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Maidstone  at  the  last  spring  assizes  before  Titidal  C.  J., 
it  appeared  that  in  December,  ISSl,  the  plaintiff  negotiated 
with  the  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  a  pair  of  horses*  for 
which  the  defendant  asked  90/. ;  the  plaintiff  offered  80/.* 
which  the  defendant  refused  ;  the  plaintiff  then  offered  the 
defendant  to  give  him  the  other  10/.  if  he  liked  the  horses 
at  the  end  of  a  month,  but  he  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  return 
the  horses  at  any  time  during  the  month,  allowing  10/.  out 
of  the  80/.  The  defendant  assented  to  this,  upon  which 
the  plaintiff  paid  the  defendant  80/.,  and  the  following 
receipt  was  given : — 

''  i^80.  Romford*  December  14tb*  1837. 

"  Received  of Hurst,  Esq.  eighty  pounds  for  two 

grey  horses,  warranted  sound  and  quiet  in  harness.  Ten 
pounds  more  if  the  horses  are  kept. 

(Signed)  "  Henry  OrhelC 

The  horses  were  delivered  and  returned  within  a  month. 
The  plaintiff  In  his  particulars  claimed  80/.  for  money  had 
and  received.  Peacock,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  declared  on  the  special  contract, 
or  that  he  ought  to  have  proved  his  readiness  to  pay  the 
10/.  before  he  could  proceed  for  the  70/.  as  money  had  and 
received;  the  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection*  but 
gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and 
the  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  70/. 

Peacock  now  moved  accordingly.  Where  money  has 
been  paid  under  a  special  contract,  money  had  and  re- 
ceived will  not  lie  unless  the  contract  is  rescinded  in  toto* 
and  then  the  whole  sum  paid  can  be  recovered  back. 
Here  the  plaintiff  did  not  attempt,  and  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  back  more  than  70/.  The  rule  of  law  is*  that  the 
money  to  be  recovered  must  be  the  money  of  the  plaintiff's* 
but  in  this  case  the  contract  was  completed ;  the  horses 
were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff*  the  money  was  paid  to 
the  defendant*  and  only  a  certain  portion  of  the  money  was 
recoverable  back.    The  declaration*  therefore,  should  have 
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been  on  the  special  contract,  Towers  v.  Barrett  (a),  just  as 
the  defendant  must  have  sued  on  the  special  contract  if  the 
plaintiff  had  not  paid  the  10/.  There  was  a  part-execution 
of  the  agreement  here,  as  in  Hunt  v.  Silk  (b),  which  pre- 
vents the  action  for  money  had  and  received  being  resorted 
to,  and  the  money  paid  was  not  the  money  of  the  plaintiff* 
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1838. 


HORST 
V. 

Orbell. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  the  distinction  taken  is 
too  fine.  The  defendant  held  the  money  on  the  terms  that 
it  should  be  given  back  to  the  plaintiff  if  he  was  eventually 
entitled  to  it. 

LiTTLEDALS  J.  concurred. 


Patteson  J. — ^This  is  the  common  case  of  a  contract 
on  sale  or  return,  with  a  certain  sum  to  be  paid  by  way  of 
hire  if  return  should  be  made ;  the  money  was  paid  over 
to  the  defendant,  on  the  contract  that  it  should  eventually 
be  the  property  of  the  person  entitled  to  it  at  the  end  of 
the  month. 


Coleridge  J.  concurred. 


(a)  1  T.  R.  133. 


Rule  refused. 
(6)  5  East,  449. 


Randblson  v.  Murray  and  another.  Satw^, 

April  2ltt. 

Case.      The  declaration  stated,  that  defendants   were  The  defend- 
,  .  .  .  ■  •     T  •  t    ^^^9  whowere 

the  possessors  and  occupiers  of  a  warehouse  in  JLiverpool,  occttpienofa 

for  the  reception,  custody,  and  transmission  of  goods  and  bonded  ^^^^ 

merchandise,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  defendants  to  use  a  master  porter 

and  employ  in  the  said  warehouse  proper  and  sufficient  ^.^n™*^*" 

barrel  of  flour 
from  their  warehouse.    The  master  porter  engaged  a  master  carter,  and  both  of  them 
attended  with  their  men.    During  the  procests  of  lowering  it  from  the  warehouse, 
the  barrel  fell  and  injured  the  plaintiflT,  owing  to  the  defectiveness  of  a  rope  furnished 
by  the  roaster  porter.    The  defendants  were  held  to  be  liable. 

VOL.  III.  E 
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tackle,  implements,  and  materials,  in  and  about  the  re- 
ceiving  and  sending  awaj  the  said  goods  and  merchandise, 
and  in  and  about  the  raising  and  lowering  the  saoMf  and 
also  to  use  and  employ  proper  skill  and  care  in  fastening 
and  securing  with  the  said  tackle,  implements,  and  mate* 
rials,  the  said  goods  and  merchandise,  whilst  the  same 
were  being  so  received  and  transmitted,  and  to  use  due  and 
proper  care  and  attention  in  raising  and  lowering  the  same, 
so  that  they  might  be  received  and  transmitted  &c.,  without 
damage  or  injury,  to  the  persons  employed  in  delivering  or 
receiving  the  same.  The  declaration  then  stated^  that  the 
plaintiff  was  employed  in  receiving  a  barrel  of  flour  from 
the  said  warehouse,  and  that  the  defendants  so  negligently 
and  unskilfully  applied  the  said  tackle  in  lowering  the  said 
barrel,  that  the  same  slipped  and  fell  upon  the  plaintiff  and 
broke  his  leg,  8cc.  Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty.  £.  That  de- 
fendants, at  the  time  when  Sec.,  were  not  employed  in 
lowering  the  said  barrel.  Issue  was  joined  on  both  the 
above  pleas. 

At  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.  at  the  last  Liverpool 
assizes,  it  appeared  that  there  is  at  Liverpool  a  class  of  men 
called  master  porters,  whose  services  are  commonly  em- 
ployed by  the  merchants  of  that  place  in  moving  goods ; 
that  on  the  occasion  in  question  the  defendants,  who  were 
merchants  and  tenants  of  a  bonded  warehouse  in  that  city, 
sent  for  a  master  porter  of  the  name  of  Wharton  to  convey 
a  barrel  of  flour  from  their  warehouse ;  that  the  master 
porter  came  attended  by  his  men,  and  that  shortly  after,  a 
master  carter,  whom  Wharton  had  sent  for  to  assist,  arrived 
with  his  men  also.  So  much  of  the  tackle  and  machinery 
employed  in  lowering  the  barrel  as  was  attached  to  the 
warehouse,  and  belonged  to  the  defendants,  was  in  proper 
order;  the  only  thing  in  fault  was  a  rope  brought  by  the 
master  porter,  the  defectiveness  of  which  occasioned  the 
barrel  to  fall  upon  the  plaintiff,  one  of  the  master  carter's 
men,  whereby  his  leg  was  broken.  The  jury  found  a  ver« 
diet  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  100/.,  but  leave  was  given  to 
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oioYe  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  tiie  defendants  were 
not  liable  for  the  accident. 

Alexander  now  moved  for  a  rule  accordingly.  The 
master  carter  was  liable  for  the  injury  done  in  this  case, 
and  not  the  defendants.  Sash  v.  Steintna^i  {a),  it  is  true, 
aceroa  unfavourable  to  the  defendants.  The  defendant  in 
that  case«  having  a  house  by  the  road  side,  contracted  with 
a  sarveyor  to  put  it  in  repair  for  a  stipulated  sum ;  a  car- 
penter took  a  contract  under  the  surveyor  to  do  the  whole 
work ;  he  employed  a  bricklayer  under  him,  and  the  brick- 
layer again  contracted  for  some  lime  with  a  lime-bnrner; 
the  lime-burner*s  servant  left  a  heap  of  lime  in  the  road, 
which  caused  the  injury  for  which  the  action  was  brought, 
and  the  defendant  was  held  liable,  although  Eyre  C.  J. 
admitted  he  had  great  difficulty  in  stating  the  precise  prin- 
ciple on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  proceeded.  This 
Court  also  appears  to  have  been  sensible  of  the  same  diffi- 
culty in  Laugher  v.  Pointer  (b),  where  the  judges  were 
divided  in  opinion  ;  Abbott  C.  J.  and  Littledale  J.  holding, 
that  where  the  owner  of  a  carriage  had  hired  horses  for  the 
day  of  a  stable-keeper,  who  also  provided  the  driver,  the 
owner  of  the  carriage  was  not  responsible  for  the  conse- 
quences of  negligent  driving,  and  Bayleyi,  and  Holroyd  J. 
that  he  was  responsible.  But  in  these  and  other  cases 
where  the  principle  of  respondeat  superior  has  been  ap- 
plied, the  party  immediately  causing  the  injury  seems  to 
have  been  considered  the  defendant's  servant.  The  dis- 
tinction in  this  case  is,  that  the  master  porter  was  not  de- 
fendants' servant,  but  rather  a  bailee.  But  even  in  the 
case  of  a  servant,  Harris  v.  Baker  (c)  furnishes  an  authority 
that  injuries  occasioned  by  his  negligence  are  not  invariably 
to  be  visited  on  his  employers.  Trustees  were  empowered 
and  required  to  make  a  road,  and  to  place  lamps  along  it,  if 
they  should  think  necessary,  and  the  plaintiff's  wife  had 
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(a)  lBo8.&Pul.404. 

(6)  5B.&C.M7;  8D.&R.556. 


(c)  4M.&S.£7. 


Hi 


Randelson 

V. 

Murray 
and  another. 
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fallen  over  a  heap  of  scrapings  left  on  the  road  side  without 
any  lights,  by  a  labourer  in  their  employment;  yet  the  trustees 
were  held  not  liable.  The  liability  of  the  present  defendants 
cannot  be  put  on  the  simple  ground  that  they  employed 
fVharion  for  their  own  benefit,  for  in  Witte  v.  Hague  and 
another  (ja),  the  defendants,  who  were  engineers,  had  been 
employed  by  a  person  for  bis  benefit  to  erect  a  steam- 
boiler  on  bis  premises,  and  it  was  held  they  were  properly 
sued  for  an  injury  done  to  the  premises  of  a  neighbour  by 
the  bursting  of  the  boiler,  because  they  were  present,  and 
had  the  management  of  the  apparatus  at  the  time  of  the 
accident.  Wharton  also  was  present,  and  had  the  manage- 
ment in  lowering  this  barrel,  and  stood  in  the  same  relation 
to  the  defendants  with  the  engineers  in  that  case  to  their 
employer.  [Littledak  J.  Are  the  master  porters  subject 
to  any  regulation  by  the  corporation  of  Liverpool  ?]  That 
did  not  appear.  The  owner  of  goods  sent  by  a  carrier 
would  not  be  liable  if  they  fell  out  of  the  carrier's  cart  and 
injured  a  person  passing  by.  Nor  can  it  be  material  whe* 
ther  the  accident  happened  on  the  defendant's  premises  or 
at  a  distance.  If  a  chimney-sweeper,  in  sweeping  a  person's 
chimney,  were  to  knock  a  tile  off  the  bouse,  his  employer 
would  not  be  liable.  Wharton  should  be  responsible  in 
this  case,  which  would  prevent  circuity  of  action. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  think  the  defendants  are  pro- 
perly sued  ;  it  makes  no  difference  whether  they  employed 
people  of  their  own  to  move  their  goods,  or  procured 
others  who  were  likely  to  move  them  more  expertly,  and 
left  it  to  their  superintendence. 

LiTTLBDALE  J.  concurred. 

Pattbson  J. — This  case  is  obviously  distinguishable 
from  the  case  put  of  injury  occasioned  by  goods  falling 


(a)  S  D.  &  R.  S3. 
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from  a  carrier's  cart,  when  the  owner  is  entirely  out  of  the         1838. 
control  and  possession  of  them. 


Randelson 

V. 


CoLEEiDGE  J,  concurred.  an?anXr. 

Rule  refused. 


Gore  v.  Wright.  Saturday^ 

— ^  April  2lJ(. 

JLIEBT.   Declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  demised  to  the  To  debt  for 

defendant  a  messuage  for  a  term  of  forty-five  years  and  three  a*^S|cm?sc"  the*^ 

quarters,  to  be  computed  from  the  29th  September,  1812,  defendant 

at  the  yearly  rent  of  '28/.,  payable  by  equal  quarterly  pay-  j^efore  the  rent 

ments,  the  23th  March,  the  24th  June,  the  2gth  September,  became  due  it 

and  the  2dth  December.     That  defendant  entered  and  was  tween  the 

possessed  until  the  25th  March,  1837,  when  63/.,  being  the  §*g*f^"„^^^^^^ 

rent  for  two  years  and  one  quarter,  ending  the  day  and  year  in  considera- 

last  aforesaid,  became  due,  which  sum  is  still  unpaid,  8cc.      ;ng"|J!,  J^^7 

Pleas:  1.  Nunquam  indebitatus.    2.  That  the  plaintiff  !>ion  he  should 

seeks  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  63/.,  alleged  to  be  due  to  from*any'Sr- 

the  plaintiff  for  the  rent  of  the  said  messuage  for  the  space  'j^*''  f*"5'  ^^^ 

of  two  years  and  one  quarter  of  a  year  endmg  upon  the  said  given  up  pos- 

25th  day  of  March,  1837.     That  the  defendant  held  the  i^^f°"ondudI 

said  messuage  at  the  said  rent  of  28/.,  payable  quarterly,  ing  with  an  aU 

on  the  days  and  at  the  times  in  the  declaration  above  men-  th^tcnancy 

tioned ;  and  that  before  the  said  sum  of  63/.,  or  any  part  was  thereby 

thereof,  accrued  or  became  due,  and  more  than  two  years  Held,  that  the 

and  a  quarter  before  the  said  25th  day  of  March,  1837,  P^«awa»not 

\  .  "^  .  .     to  be  taken  as 

bemg  the  day  as  aforesaid  when  the  said  sum  of  63/.  is  setting  up  a 

supposed  to  have  been  due,  and  before  the  25th  day  of  J^'J]^"^^'®'^* 

December,  A.  d.  1834,  that  is  to  say,  on  the   1 7th  day  of  memnrandum 

April,  1834,  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  "hat  itaftorded 

the  defendant,  that  the  defendant  should  quit  and  deliver  up  »  valid  excuse 

to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  the  pos«  nient  of  the 

session  of  the  said  messuage  before  the  said  25th  day  of  r«"^%  *'*®'*'* 

,  ,  ,  mg  the  agree- 

December,  1834,  and  that  in  consideration  thereof  the  de-  ment  and  the 
fendant  should  be  discharged  from  all  liability  to  pay  any  M^msiom 
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further  rent  which  would  otherwise  become  due  for  the 
occupation  of  the  said  messuage  after  the  £5th  day  of  De- 
cember, 1834.  That  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement 
the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  said  17th  day  of 
April,  1834,  being  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
and  before  the  said  sum  of  63/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  ac- 
crued or  became  due,  and  more  than  two  years  and  a  quar- 
ter before  the  qaid  25th  day  of  March,  1837,  and  before 
the  said  25th  day  of  December,  1834,  did  quit  and  deliver 
up  possession  of  the  said  messuage  to  the  pluntiff,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  accepted  such  possession  thereof  in  pursuance 
and  on  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  discharge 
of  the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  pay  further  rent  or  com- 
pensation for  the  said  messui^ ;  and  the  plaintiff  on  the 
said  17th  day  of  April,  1834,  accordingly  entered  into  and 
upon  the  said  messuage,  and  thenceforth  hitherto  hath  re- 
mained in  possession  thereof,  and  the  defendant  hath  not  at 
any  time  since  he  so  quitted  and  gave  up  possession  of  the 
said  messuage  held  or  enjoyed  the  same,  and  the  said 
tenancy  and  the  defendant's  said  interest  was  thereby  then 
surrendered  and  extinguished.    Verification. 

Replicatiou,  joining  issue  upon  the  first  plea.  And  as 
to  the  second  plea,  that  the  defendant  did  not,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement  in  the  said  last-mentioned  plea,  quit 
and  deliver  up  possession  of  the  said  messuage  to  the  plain- 
tiff, nor  did  the  plaintiff  accept  such  possession  thereof  in 
pursuance  and  on  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in 
discharge  of  the  liability  of  the  defendant  to  pay  any  more 
or  further  rent  or  compensation  for  the  said  messuage ;  nor 
did  the  plaintiff  then  enter  into  and  upon  the  said  messuage 
and  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  manner  and  form 
as  in  the  said  last  plea  b  alleged. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Williams  J.  at  the  Middle* 
sex  sittings  of  this  term,  when  a  verdict  for  63/.  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and  for  the  defendant  on 
the  second  issue. 
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Piatt  now  moved  to  enter  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  1888. 
the  second  issue,  non  obstante  veredicto.  The  second  plea 
was  intended  to  set  up  a  surrender  of  the  term  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  but  the  agreement  and  the  facts  pleaded  do  not 
amount  to  a  surrender,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  third  section  of 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  plea  concludes  with  an  ailega* 
tion  that  **  the  tenancy  was  thereby  surrendered  and  eitin- 
gubhed.**  But  that  is  merely  the  defendant's  legal  inference 
from  the  facts  previously  stated,  and  is  not  warranted  by 
them,  for  the  plea  states  that  the  defendant  did  **  quit  and 
deliver  up  possession,"  not  that  he  "  surrendered."  No 
other  party  has  been  accepted  for  tenant  in  the  defendant's 
place,  as  in  Thomasy.  Cooke (aJ)  [Patteson  J.  Whitehead  v. 
Clifford{b),  where  the  landlord  gare  up  his  claim  to  the  rent 
on  the  tenant  giving  up  possession  of  the  premises,  is  near 
this  point.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.^  on  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term 
(April  27),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  We  do 
not  consider  that  the  plea  in  this  case  sets  up  a  surrender 
of  the  tenancy,  but  that  it  affords  a  valid  excuse  for  the  non« 
payment  of  rent,  by  shewing  the  agreement  to  forego  pay- 
ment of  it  in  consideration  of  the  delivery  up  of  premises, 
and  that  the  premises  were  delivered  up  accordingly.  The 
rule  therefore  must  be  refused. 

Rule  refused. 

(fl)  2  B.  &  Aid.  119.  {b)  5  Taunt.  518. 
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StAutday,  Carruthers  V.  HoLLis  and  another. 

AprU2UL 

Where  cattle    TRESPASS.   The  second  count  of  the  declaration  stated, 
fi^m  VTS^    ^^^^  ^^^  defendant  chased  and  drove  about  the  plaintiff's 

joining  dose     sheep,  then  being  upon  a  certain  close,  from  and  off  the  said 
inlothatofthe     ,        .  ^  ....  ^    .         ,  ^    . 

defendants,       ^^^^  1°^  &  certain  highway,  and  there  left  them. 

t^Stt^^"^      Plea»  that  at  ihc  time  when  &c.,  the  defendant  HoUu 
which  he  is      was  lawfully  possessed  of  the  said  close,  and  because  the 
pai^r"  he  u'not  '•'^  «teep  were  wrongfully  in  the  said  close,  the  defendant 
justified  in        Hollis,  in  his  own  right,  and  the  other  defendant  as  his  ser- 
nnt  into  thT     ^^^^»  drove  the  said  sheep  out  of  the  said  close  into  a  cer- 
liighwRj  and     fain  highway  adjoining  the  said  close,  and  there  left  the 
there,  although  same  for  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage  to  the 
b^t^wa'^k^ck'  plaintiff  on  that  occasion,  as  the  defendanU  lawfully  might 
Cbfirre, would  for  the  cause  aforesaid.     Verification. 
iT  l!!rC^  n^'      Replication,  that  at  the  time  when  Sic.,  plaintiff  was  law- 
left  them  there,  fully  possessed  of  a  certain   close,  contiguous  and   next 
ducted  tlieni'     aclj^'">"8  ^^  ^^^  ^^>^  ^^^^^  ^^  ^®  defendant  HoliU,  and  that 
^^^  ^^^      the  defendant  Hollis,  and  all  other  the  tenants  and  occupiers 
which  they      of  the  said  close,  from  the  time  whereof  &c.,  have  repaired 
had  escaped.    ^^^  ^^^  ^f  ^^y^^  ought  to  repair  the  hedges  and  fences  be- 
tween the  said  close  of  the  said  Hollis,  and  the  said  close 
of  the  plaintiff,  in  order  that  cattle  being  in  those  closes 
respectively,  might  not  err  or  escape  out  of  the  one  into 
the  other  of  them  through  the  defects  of  the  said  hedges 
and  fences ;  and  because  the  said  hedges  and  fences  were 
in  decay  for  want  of  necessary  repair  thereof,  the  said  sheep 
being  in  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  a  little  before  the  said 
time  tec,  erred  and  escaped  from  and  out  of  the  said  close 
of  the  said  HMis,  in  which  &c.,  through  the  defects  of  the 
said  hedges  and  fences  between  those  closes,  and  on  that 
occasion  were  in  the  said  close  of  the  said  Hollis,  in  which 
tec,  until  the  defendants,  of  their  own  wrong,  chased  and 
drove  about  the  said  sheep  from  and  off  the  said  closes  into 
the  said  highway,  when  and  where  the  defendants  left  the 
said  sheep.    Verification. 
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Rejoinder,  that  the  said  sheep  did  not  err  or  escape  from        1838. 

or  out  of  the  said  cl9»e  of  the  plaintiff  into  the  close  of  the  ^  ^"^^^^^^ 
said  HoUU,  through  the  defects  of  the  said  hedges  and  v. 

fences.    Issue  thereon.  aii"anolher. 

At  the  trial  before  Ourney  B.,  at  the  last  assizes  for 
Monmouth,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  on  this  issue. 

J{.  F.  Richards  now  moved  to  arrest  the  judgment.  It 
is  submitted  that,  where  cattle  escape  into  a  close  from  de- 
fect of  fences,  the  tenant  of  the  close  is  justified  in  driving 
them  out,  although  he  is  the  person  bound  to  repair  the 
fences.  It  is  clear  he  is  not  bound,  because  his  fences 
were  in  fault,  to  entertain  the  cattle  as  long  as  the  owner  of 
them  allows  them  to  remain  ;  for  he  may  bring  trespass,  or 
distrain  them,  if  suffered  to  continue  there  after  notice :  per 
Serjeant  Williams,  in  note  (4)  to  Poole  v.  Longuevill  {a)m 
It  cannot  be  disputed  that  the  tenant  of  the  close  would 
have  bad  a  right  to  drive  them  back  to  the  place  from  which 
they  had  escaped ;  and  it  is  now  contended  that  he  is  not 
obliged  to  drive  them  all  the  way  back.  It  is  consistent 
wilh  these  pleadings  that  the  highway,  into  which  the  sheep 
were  driven,  was  the  nearest  and  best  way  for  the  sheep  to 
return.  If  so,  the  defendant  satisfied  his  duty  by  turning 
them  into  the  highway,  and  was  not  required  to  attend  them 
home.  The  passage  back  from  the  defendant's  to  the  plain* 
tiff's  close  might  be  precipitous  and  impracticable,  and  the 
course  pursued  by  the  defendant  be  the  only  safe  course 
for  restoring  the  sheep. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — (After  stating  the  pleadings.) 
No  authority  has  been  cited  in  this  case,  nor  is  it  likely  that 
any  authority  could  be  found.  It  appears  that  the  sheep 
escaped  through  the  neglect  of  the  defendant  to  repair 
fences ;  he  M'as  bound,  therefore,  to  do  his  utmost  to  re- 
place the  sheep.  Even  if  the  highway  was  the  best  road 
for  them  back,  and  he  drove  them  into  it  for  the  purpose  of 

(a)  2  Wms.  Saund.  385. 
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restoring  them,  he  stopped  short  of  his  duty,  for  he  should 

V. 

Mollis  Littledale  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opbion. 

and  another. 

Patteson  J. — ^The  plea  might  be  very  well  if  it  stood 

alone,  but  the  replication  is  ako  good,  and  shews  that  the 

sheep  were  in  the  defendant's  close  through  his  own  neglect. 

If  he  had  sent  them  back  home,  the  general  questioq  wonld 

be  raised. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


^^H^^'  Cattin  v.  Simpson* 

Apnl  2S(/. 

The  addition  ASSUMPSIT  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  defendant.  On 
of  a  name  asa.         •■■^        ««  *  «•       •m.r    *  • 

second  surety    ^he  trial  before  Patte$on  J,,  at  the  last  York  assizes,  it  ap* 

to  a  joint  and   peared  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  had  put  their  names 

several  pro-       "^       ^   .  *^  ^  \     , 

missory  note,    to  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note,  the  plaintiff  as  surety, 

issued 'hut  ^"^  ^^^  defendant  as  principal.  After  the  note  had  been 
with  consent  issued,  a  person  of  the  name  of  Layhoume^  with  the  consent 
ties  to  it,  IS  '  ^^  ^"  ^^  parties  to  the  note,  had  lent  his  name  to  it  as  an 

not  a  material  additional  surety.    The  plaintiff  and  Layboume  had  each 

alteration,  so         . ,  .  ^  ^  ^  •         . .  ... 

as  to  preclude  paid  a  moiety  of  the  amount  of  the  said  note,  and  this  action 

the  o'^B^n^l      was  brought  to  recover  the  moiety  so  paid  by  the  plaintiff. 

has  paid  a       For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  subsequent  ad« 

iviom  recover-  ^'^'^°  ^^  *^  *'"*  "*™^  ^  ^^^  "^®^  ^^^^  ^  '^■^  ^^^  issued, 
ing the  amount  invalidated  it  altogether,  so  that  the  payment  made  by  the 
to  the  use  of  plaintiff  was  a  voluntary  payment.  The  learned  judge  over- 
the  maker.       ruled  the  objection,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Cresswell  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  of  misdirection.  The  addition  of  the  third  name 
to  the  note,  which  was  already  a  perfect  instrument,  con- 
stituted a  material  alteration,  so  as  to  render  an  additbnal 
stamp  necessary;  Clark  v,  Blackstock {a).  The  money 
therefore  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  OM'n  wrong,  and 
(fl)  Holt,  N.  P.  474. 
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caiiDot  be  recovered  back.  The  addilion  of  the  name  made 
this  substantial  difference  in  the  note,  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  could  no  longer  be  sued  jointly  on  the  note. 
Either  Layboume  must  have  been  joined  with  them,  or 
each  party  have  been  sued  separately.  [LiUlediUe  J.  This 
is  not  like  a  substantial  alteration  in  the  body  of  the  note.] 

Lord  Dbnbcan  CJ.^n  the  absence  of  any  direct 
authority  on  the  point,  we  think  we  are  justified  in  saying 
that  the  third  name  had  not  the  effect  of  any  material  altera* 

tiOBb 

LiTTLBPAiiE,  PattesoNi  and  CoLEEiiME  Js.  con* 
cmred. 

Rule  refused. 


Levy  v.  Yates.  Monday^ 

April  23rf. 
Assumpsit.     The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff     Neither  let- 
was  proprietor  of  the  Victoria  Theatre,  and  that  the  defend-  f^^^^"^ 
ant  had  agreed  to  open  at  that  theatre  with  certain  per-  crown,  nor  a 
formers  and  a  new  piece  for  a  month  certain,  with  a  power  ^h^  jj^^ 

of  renewal  for  another  month,  the  defendant  to  have  one  Chamberlain, 

can  be  granted 
clear  half  of  each  night^s  clear  profits;  that  the  defendant  forany  drama- 
refused  to  open,  &c.,  whereby  the  plaintiff  lost  great  gains,  ^*^  es^w'lihin 
8cc.  10  Geo.  3,  c. 

Plea :  That  the  said  theatre  is  situate  in  the  parish  of  Westminster 

St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  and  within  or  some  place 
,         ,  Ml.  •!•  -I         -  where  her  Ma- 

less  than  twenty  miles,  that  is  to  say,  within  two  miles  of  jesty  may  be 

the  cities  of  London  and  Westminster  respectively,  and  >'®"d»9g»  and 

.     .  .        .       a  sessions 

not  in  the  city  of  Westminster,  nor  within  the  liberties  licence  under 

S8  Geo.  3, 
c.  SO,  which 
is  tlie  only  other  authority  for  such  performances,  cannot  be  granted  for  them,  unless 
at  a  place  ix)t  within  twenty  miles  of  London  or  Westminster.  Dramatic  performances 
theiefore  within  twenty  miles  of  Loculon  or  Westminster,  and  not  in  Westminster  or  in 
ihe  place  of  her  Majesty's  residence,  cannot  be  rendered  le^al  by  any  authority  what- 
^•r^  iir  tlw  25  Gto.  S^  c*  36,  eatsnds  only  to  anisic  and  dao«ng. 
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1838.        thereof,  nor  in  any  place  where  his  late  Majesty  or  her  pre- 
^^^^'"^^      sent  Majesty  has  resided^  during  any  portion  of  the  time 
V.  during  which  such  agreement  was  to  be  acted  upon  or  to 

Yat£8.  |jg  jij  force.  That  neither  plaintiff  nor  defendant,  nor  any 
other  person  or  persons  had  been,  nor  were  nor  was, 
during  such  time  as  last  aforesaid  &c.,  in  the  year  I8d7f  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  during  any  period  of  the  said  year,  duly 
licensed  or  authorised,  under  or  by  virtue  of  letters-patent 
or  otherwise  from  his  or  her  said  Majesty,  or  by  licence 
from  the  Lord  Chamberlain  of  his  or  her  Majesty's  house- 
hold for  the  time  being,  nor  by  any  other  competent  autho' 
rity  whatsoever,  to  act,  represent  or  perform,  for  hire,  gain 
or  reward,  any  interlude,  tragedy,  comedy,  play,  farce,  or 
other  entertainment  of  the  stage,  or  any  part  or  parts  therein, 
in  or  at  the  said  theatre,  as  by  law  required ;  nor  was  the 
said  theatre,  during  any  part  of  the  said  year,  duly  licensed 
for  such  representations,  performances  or  entertainments  as 
aforesaid.  That  neither  plaintiff  nor  defendant,  nor  any  other 
person  on  their  or  either  of  their  behalf,  could  nor  would  have 
procured  such  licence  or  authority  as  was  and  is  by  law  re- 
quired for  such  representations,  performances  and  acting  as 
aforesaid,  during  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  time  aforesaid; 
nor  did  the  plaintiff  at  any  time  tender,  or  offer  to  procure 
such  licence  or  authority.  And  the  defendant  says,  that  the 
pieces,  representations,  parts  and  performances  to  be  and 
intended  to  be  acted,  represented  and  performed,  under  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  supposed  agreement,  were  and 
would  have  been  interludes,  tragedies,  comedies,  operas, 
plays,  farces  or  other  entertainments  of  the  stage,  or  some 
one  or  other  of  the  same,  for  the  acting,  representing  and 
performing  whereof  such  licence  or  authority  was  and 
would  have  been,  and  is  so  required  by  law  as  aforesaid, 
and  that  the  pieces  in  and  by  said  supposed  agreement 
mentioned  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  such  interludes  or 
an  interlude,  tragedies  or  a  tragedy,  comedies  or  a  comedy^ 
operas  or  an  opera,  plays  or  a  play,  farces  or  a  farce,  or  other 
entertainments  or  entertainment  of  the  stage,  or  some  one  or 
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other  of  the  same,  and  that  the  same  were  to  be  acted, 
represented  and  performed  at  the  said  theatre,  during  such 
time  as  aforesaid,  for  hire,  gain  and  reward ;  of  all  which 
several  premises  the  said  defendant,  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  making  of  the  said  supposed  agreement,  to  wit,  Sec., 
bad  notice.    Veri6cation. 

Replication,  de  injuria. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  Middlesex 
sittings  after  last  Hilary  term,  it  was  proved  that  the  de- 
fendant's engagement  related  to  the  representation  of  cer- 
tain comedies,  melo-dramas,  burlettas  and  other  pieces,  in 
which  music,  singmg  and  dancing,  were  introduced.  His 
lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  plea  was  proved,  and  that 
a  good  defence  was  made  out  under  the  statute  {a),  and  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant. 
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(a)  10  Gai.2,  c.  S8,  3. 1,enftct8, 
that  svery  person  who  shall  act  or 
represent  for  gain  or  reward,  any 
iateriude,  tragedy,  comedy,  opera, 
play,  farce  or  other  entertainment 
of  the  stage,  such  person  not  having 
any  legal  settlement  in  the  place 
wliere  the  same  shall  be  acted  or 
lepresented,  without  authority  by 
virtue  of  letters-patent  from  his 
Majesty,  or  without  licence  from 
the  Lord  Chamberlain,  shall  be 
deemed  a  rogue  and  vagabond. 

Sect.  3.  That  any  person,  having 
or  not  liaving  a  legal  settlement  as 
aforesaid,  who  shall,  without  such 
authority  or  licence  as  aforesaid, 
act  or  represent  &c.,  as  aforesaid, 
shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit 
50^ 

Sect.  5  provides  that  no  person 
shall  be  outhorised  by  virtue  of 
any  letters-patent  from  his  Ma- 
jesty, or  by  the  licence  of  the  Lord 
Chamberlain,  to  act  or  represent  as 
aforesaid,  except  in  the  city  of 
Westminster,  and  within  the  liber- 


ties thereof,  and  in  such  places 
where  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  or 
successors,  shall  in  their  royal  per- 
sons reside,  and  during  such  resi- 
dence only. 

The  S5  Geo.  a,  c.36,  s.9,  (made 
perpetual  by  28  Geo,  2,  c.  19,) 
enacts,  that  any  house,  room, 
garden  or  other  place  kept  for 
public  dancing,  music,  or  other 
entertainments  of  the  like  kind,  in 
the  cities  of  London  or  Westmin- 
ster, or  within  twenty  miles  thereof, 
without  a  licence  bad  for  that  pur- 
pose, from  the  last  preceding  Mi- 
chaelmas Quarter  Sessions,  shall 
be  deemed  disorderly. 

The  S8  Geo,  3,  c.  SO,  (after  re- 
citing 10  Geo,  3,  c.  28,)  enables 
justices  at  general  or  quarter  ses- 
sions, under  certain  restrictions,  to 
license  the  performance  of  such 
tragedies,  comedies,  interludes, 
operas,  plays  or  farces  os  are  per- 
formed at  either  of  the  patent  or 
licensed  theatres  in  Westminster, 
so  OS  the  place  of  such  perform- 
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1838.  Sir  F.  Pollock  now  moted  to  enter  judgment  for  the 

pIftintifF  non  obsiante  veredkio.  The  question  was  rtised  at 
the  triali  whether  the  performances,  which  form  the  subject 
of  the  agreement  between  the  parties  in  this  case,  were  of  a 
nature  to  require  either  letters-patent  or  a  licence^  and  it  is 
now  submitted,  that  the  necessity  for  any  such  letters  or 
licence  does  not  sufficiently  appear  from  the  plea«  In  Go/- 
Uni  ▼•  Laborie(a)  a  contract  to  dauce  in  ballets  at  the 
King's  Theatre,  in  the  Haymarket,  was  held  to  be  within 
the  10  Geo.  2,  c.  ^8;  but  in  Rex  v.  Handy  {h)  Lord  Ktmfon 
said  that,  if  in  the  former  case  he  eipressed  an  opinion  that 
the  above  statute  eitended  to  every  species  of  stage  enter* 
tainment,  he  thought  he  was  mistaken,  and  held  accordingly 
that  tumbling  was  not  within  the  statute.  A  licence  from 
the  magistrates  under  £5  Geo.  d»c.  36,  would  have  legalised 
the  defendant's  performances,  and  he  does  not  in  his  plea 
deny  that  such  a  licence  had  been  obtained.  But  even  if 
the  Lord  Chamberlain's  licence  or  letters-patent  from  die 
crown  were  indispensable,  it  was  for  the  defendant  himself, 
who  was  to  be  the  active  party  in  effectuating  the  agree* 
ment,  to  obtain  the  proper  authority.  The  subject  has 
been  considered  by  the  present  Lord  Chancellor  in  Ewing 
v.  OsbaldUtofi  (c),  and  his  judgment  is  certainly  opposed  to 
the  present  claim,  but  it  is  desirable,  notwithstanding,  to 
have  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  Law  upon  it. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.— This  question  appears  to  us  to 
be  entirely  free  from  difRculty.  In  the  case  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  where  the  dramatic  performances  under 
consideration  were  eiactly  of  the  same  character  as  in  this 
case,  he  lays  down  most  clearly,  that  such  performances  are 
within  the  10  Geo.  2,  c.  28,  and  *^  that  there  can  be  no  letters- 

ances  bs  not  within  twenty  miles  successors,  or  of  any  place  within 

of  the  cities  of  London  or  West-  the  same  jurisdiction, 
minster   or   Edinbui^hi  or  eight         (a)  5  T.  R.  349. 
miles  of  any  patent  or  licensed         ^^f^  ^  X.  R.  986. 
theatre,  or  ten  miles  of  the  resi-         (c)  3  Mylne  &  Craig,  58. 
dence  of  his  Majesty,  his  heirs  or 


Lnvr 
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patent  or  licence  from  the  Lord  Chamberlain  under  the  act  less. 
of  10  Geo*  2»  c.  28,  or  licence  from  the  sessions  under  the 
28  Geo.  S,  c.  SO,  for  the  performance  of  any  kind  of  theatri- 
cal representation,  described  in  the  act  10  Geo,  2,  c.  28,  Yates. 
within  twenty  miles  of  London,  except  in  the  city  of  West- 
minster, or  in  the  place  at  which  the  king  may  be  residing." 
The  plea  states  facts,  which  shew  most  unequivocally  that  the 
agreement  related  to  representations  within  the  above  acts, 
and  which  could  not  therefore  be  legalised  in  any  way,  for 
neither  letters-patent,  nor  the  Lord  Chamberlain's  licence, 
nor  a  licence  from  the  sessions,  could  legally  be  granted  for 
dramatic  representations  at  this  theatre,  on  account  of  its 
local  situation  and  vicinity  to  the  metropolis;  and  though 
its  sitnation  would  not  incapacitate  it  for  a  licence  under  25 
Geo.  2,  c.  36,  yet  such  a  licence  would  be  wholly  uoavaiU 
ingf  for  that  act  is  confined  to  music  and  dancing,  and  other 
entertainments  of  the  like  kind,  and  does  not  apply  to 
dramatic  representations. 

Pattison  J.{ay^lt  is  conceded  that  there  was  no 
licence  or  other  authority  in  this  case  under  the  10  Geo.  2, 
but  it  is  said  the  plea  does  not  negative  a  licence  under  the 
25  Geo*  2.  The  question  arises  then  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  such  last-mentioned  licence.  Now  in  Ewing  v.  Osbal^ 
duion(b)  it  was  expressly  determmed  that  such  a  licence 
would  not  protect  dramatic  performances.  The  plea  there- 
fore shews  that,  in  consequence  of  the  situation  of  the 
theatre,  the  performances  in  question  could  not  be  made 
legal  in  any  way. 

Coleridge  J. — ^The  plea  is  good.  It  discloses  fects 
which  bring  this  theatre  within  the  restrictions  of  the  10 
Geo.  2,  c.  28.  It  is  immaterial  to  consider  whether  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  or  defendant  to  procure  the  licence, 

M  LUikiok  J,  had  kft  Ui«  (i)  %  M^lne  &  Craig,  53. 
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1838.  as  it  could  not  legally  have  been  procored  bj  either  of 

^^^^  tbem,  wilh  a  ?iew  of  licensing  the  peifonnances  b  question. 

V. 

Y*™-  Rule  refused. 


Tiindffjf,  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Nbale  v.  John  Samples. 

April  Uih. 

Wherearoort-  EJECI'MENT  for  a  house  and  premises  in  Hartley 

^^JTu^r  Wintney,  in  the  county  of  Southampton.    At  the  trial  at 

a  coovejance    the  last  Winchester  assizes,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  it 

a  prior  deed,  '  appeared  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  mort- 

above  thirty     gagee  under  deeds  of  lease  and  release  executed  in  188 1 

years  old,  by     ^  " 

fvbicb  the  es-    by  the  father  of  the  defendant,  who  was  nearly  eighty  years 

tkmwau^lL^  of  age  at  the  time,  to  secure  a  sum  of  money  lent  by  the 

by  the  moit-     lessor  of  the  plaintiff.    On  the  death  of  the  mor^^gor  in 

wS^rUh^re--  December,  IB99,  a  marriage  settlement  was  found  among 

mainder  to  his  dig  papers,  settling  the  property  in  question  upon  himself 

son,  foond 

among  the        for  life,  remainder  to  the  issue  of  the  marriage  about  to  be 

^I^L^^^  solemnized  between  himself  and  Sarah  Hunt.    The  mar- 

afterbu death,  riage  settlement  was  dated  9th  November,  1785,  and  it 

in  evidence^  Contained  a  proviso,  that  if  the  marriage  did  not  take  place 

without  proof  within  six  months  of  the  date  thereof,  the  deed  was  to  be 

The  rule  as  ^^'d*     I^  ^"^  proved  that  the  marriage  did  take  place  on 

^  ^*tSr^  ^*'®  ^^  February,  1786.    The  trustees,  and  all  the  parties 

which  entitles  named  in  the  deed,  were  long  since  dead.     On  the  produc- 

to  bTwInd*  *'*^"  ^^  *"  ^^^'  *^  ^"*  objected  for  the  plaintiff,  that  it 
18  satisfied  by  was  inadmissible  without  regular  proof,  because  it  had  not 
coming  out^of  ^^^^  ^"^  of  the  proper  custody ;  but  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 

the  possession  admitted  the  evidence,  subject  to  a  motion,  and  the  verdict 
of  any  one  so  .  ^       ■      ■  i>      i     . 

connected        passed  for  the  defendant, 

with  them  as 

not  to  raise 

any  suspicion       JSrle  now  moved  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.    In 

or  fraud.  order  to  make  this  deed  admissible  without  proof,  it  should 

have  come  out  of  the  proper  custody,  viz.  the  trustees  or 

their    representatives.      The    presumption  in    favour'  of 

ancient  deeds  does  not  apply,   unless  the  custody  from 
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which  they  are  produced  repels  all  suspicion  of  fraud.  1838. 
A  passage  in  Finer*s  Abridgment,  Evidence  (A  b.  5,  pi.  7,) 
is  generally  referred  to  for  the  origin  of  the  practice  of 
receiving  such  deeds  without  regular  proof, ''  for  it  is  hard 
to  prove  ancient  things,  and  the  finding  them  in  such  a 
place  is  a  presumption  they  were  honestly  and  fairly  ob- 
tained and  preserved  for  use,  and  are  free  from  suspicion 
of  dishonesty."  But  in  this  case  that  presumption  is  re- 
butted by  the  fraud  of  Samples  the  father,  and  proof  of 
execution  of  the  deed  should  have  been  given.  In  3  Bac. 
Abr.  Evidence,  p.  304,  (7th  ed.)  it  is  laid  down,  if  the 
deed  imports  a  fraud,  as  when  a  man  conveys  a  reversion 
to  one,  and  afterwjirds  conveys  it  to  another,  and  the  second 
purchaser  proves  his  title,  then  the  first  deed  must  be 
proved,  for  the  presumption  of  the  antiquity  of  the  deed  is 
destroyed  by  an  opposite  presumption."  For  this  position 
Chaitle  V.  Pound,  MS.  is  cited,  and  the  same  doctrine  is 
laid  down  by  the  other  text .  writers  (a).  In  this  case 
Samples  the  elder  is  proved  to  have  conveyed  in  fee  ;  if  the 
deed  of  settlement  is  a  genuine  one,  he  was  only  tenant  for 
life,  and  therefore  must  have  committed  a  firaud ;  but  as 
fraud  is  never  to  be  presumed  against  any  one,  the  deed 
ought  to  have  been  proved  strictly.  Again,  if  Samples,  as 
tenant  for  life,  did  commit  this  fraud,  his  custody  is  the 
worst  that  can  be  conceived.  If  he  wished  to  give  this 
estate  to  his  children,  notwithstanding  his  mortgage,  and 
was  willing  to  commit  fraud,  the  forgery  of  this  deed  would 
be  the  obvious  course.  In  Forbes  v.  IVale  (b)  the  danger 
was  adverted  to  of  allowing  a  deed  produced  out  of  the 
custody  of  a  party  benefited  to  prove  itself,  on  the  ground, 
that  if  the  length  of  the  date  was  alone  sufficient  to  establish 
a  deed,  a  knave  has  nothing  to  do,  but  to  forge  a  bond  with 
a  very  ancient  date."  Lord  Mansfield  C.  J.  in  that  case 
would  not  allow  a  bond  thirty  years  old,  on  which  nothing 
appeared  to  have  been  done,  to  be  read  against  the  obligor, 

(fl)  Bull.  N.  P.  255;  1  Stark.        (6)  1 W.  BI.  531?. 
Ev.  SSI,  2iid  ed. 
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without  proof  of  execution.  So,  in  this  case,  the  only 
evidence  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  settlement 
produced  by  the  obligee* 

LiTTLBDALB  J,— It  seeois  to  me,  on  the  whole^  that, 
although  the  trustees  m  ere  the  proper  persona  from  whose 
custody  this  deed  should  have  come,  in  this  case  the  cus- 
tody was  not  so  improper  or  improbable  as  to  require  proof 
of  the  execution  of  the  deed. 


Pattbson  J.— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  No  doubt 
such  a  deed  as  the  deed  in  question  is  commonly  in  the 
possession  of  the  trustees  to  the  settlement.  But  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  custody  in  this  case  was  so  manifestly 
improper  and  improbable,  as  to  throw  a  slur  on  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  deed.  I  have  always  understood  that  proper 
custody  does  not  mean  the  custody  of  that  person  only  who 
is  by  law  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  deed,  but  the 
custody  of  any  person  so  connected  with  the  deed,  as  that 
bis  possession  of  it  does  not  excite  any  suspicion  of  fraud. 
One  kind  of  custody  may  not  be  so  strictly  regular  as 
another,  and  still  be  proper  enough, 

CoLBRiDOB  J. — The  rule,  without  doubt^  as  to  proper 
custody  is,  that  the  law  considers  that  to  be  satisfactory,  in 
which,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  deed  may 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  kept.  In  The  Bi$hap 
ofMeaih  v.  Marquess  of  Winehesier  (a),  where  a  document 
relating  to  the  bishopric  was  produced  from  the  muniments 
of  a  descendant  of  a  bishop,  which  dearly  is  not  strictly  the 
proper  custody,  it  was  held,  on  error  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
that  the  custody  was  suflBcient,  and  the  document  was  held 
to  have  been  rightly  admitted. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — The  simple  question  was,  whe- 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C,  18S. 
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dier  the  custody  of  the  marriage  settlement  by  the  tenant 
for  life  was  sufficient,  and  I  thought  it  was* 

Rule  refused. 


Bailey  v.  Appleyard.  Wednetdmf, 

April  ^5th. 

XvEPLEVIN  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  cow  in  a  close  The  plaintiff 
celled  Lower  Ing.    Avowry,  that  tb<»  said  close  belonged  S^rTjf  ""' 
to  the  defendant,  and  that  the  cow  was  taken  damage  fea-  TTiV/.  4,0.71, 

-o«f  first  for  a  right 

•««^-  of  pasture 

Pleas:— firsti  that  plaintiff  was  the  occupier  of  a  cer-  'l^irtyyean 

*  •  J  t  '  J        11        ,        .  .     .^        .   •  nextbeforethe 

taw  messuage  and  land,  and  that  the  plamtiff  and  the  occu-  coramence- 
pier  of  the  time  being  for  iMrty  yean  next  before  the  time  °*®?'  ^^  *^? 

"  •'•'  aoiion;  and 

when  &c«,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  haye  secondly,  for 
conUnually  had,  and  of  right  ought  to  have,  a  right  of  pat-  Jiy  S™lg  on 
iure  in  a  certain  close,  called  Toad  Holes  Lane,  for  bis  catdefor 
and  thair  cattle,  every  year  apd  at  all  times  of  tha  year,  as  E^Scnce  w 
to  the  said  messuage  and  land  appertaining.  That  the  locus  6i/en  of  acts 

•  •  .,   ,  •    .        ,  ofdepastunng 

m  quo  was  conuguous  to  the  said  laue,  and  that  the  cow,  at  a  period 

just  before  the  time  when  &c.,  then  lawfully  feeding  in  ^"Z^tfi"^ 

Toad  Holes  Lane,  escaped  into  the  locus  in  quo,  through  thirty  years 

defect  of  fences  which  defendant  wa9  bound  to  repair,  commen^e- 

Tbe  second  plea  claimed  for  iwenitf  years  before  the  mentofthc 

time  when  8(c*  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  more  than 

a  right  for  the  occupiers  &c»,  every  year  and  at  all  times  of  ^^^n^y-^^i^ht 

the   year,  to  put  and  turn  his  and  their  caitle  into  and  the  suit  (in 

1809)  a  rail 
was  erected  so 
as  to  interrupt  the  ei\joyinent  of  pasture,  and  that  afterwards,  the  rail  having  been  re- 
moved, the  plaintiff  depastured  for  twenty-eight  years: — Held,  1.  That  the  defendant  was 
not  bound  to  prove  that  the  rail  was  erected  adversely  to  the  plaintiff*s  right,  but  that 
the  onus  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  affirmatively  his  actual  enjoyment  of  pasture  for 
thirty  years ;  and  that  no  presumption  could  be  admitted  In  his  fkvour,  on  proof  of 
enjoyment  (br  a  lets  period. 

2.  That  proof  of  nis  enjoyment  of  pasture  for  twenty-eight  venrs  did  not  include 
proof  of  the  right  of  turning  on  for  twenty  years,  the  latter  right  being  an  easement 
only,  a  right  of  quite  a  different  nature,  and  of  which  no  evidence  was  given. 

3.  Per  UitledaleJ.  A  plea  claiming  for  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  a  right  for  the  occupiers  of  fto.,  every  year  and  at  all  times  of  the  year,  to 
turn  io  cattls  upon  the  locus  in  ()uo,  without  saying  for  what  purpose,  is  demurrable. 

s  2 
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1838.  upon  the  said  lane,  as  to  the  said  messuage  and  land  apper- 
J.  taining :   that  the  plaintiflF's  cow,  just  before  Sec,  then  law- 

V.  fully  being  in  and  upon  the  said  close,  escaped  &c.,  (as  in 

the  first  plea). 

The  third  plea  differed  from  the  second,  in  claiming  the 
same  right  to  turn  in  cattle  for  forty  instead  of  twenty 
years. 

The  replications  traversed  the  rights  set  up  by  the  several 
pleas  respectively. 

At  the  trial  before  Patteson  J.  at  the  last  York  assizes, 
it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  occupied  farms 
adjoining  to  each  other,  and  to  the  lane  in  question ;  that 
the  preceding  occupiers  of  the  plaintiff's  farm  had  pastured 
their  cattle  in  this  lane  at  a  period  commencing  rather  more 
than  thirty  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  action. 
That  in  1809  a  stang  or  rail  was  put  up,  and  afterwards  re- 
moved, which,  during  its  continuance  there,  interrupted 
the  plaintiff  in  his  enjoyment  of  pasture.  It  was  objected 
for  the  defendant,  that  the  right  of  pasture  had  not  con- 
tinued without  interruption  for  a  longer  period  than  twenty- 
eight  years :  that  the  only  evidence  given  was  applicable 
to  this  right,  which  was  a  profit  a  prendre,  and  that  it  did 
not  therefore  support  the  pleas  claiming  a  different  kind  of 
right,  namely,  of  turning  in  cattle,  which  was  merely  an 
easement.  For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the 
erection  of  the  stang  had  not  been  proved  to  be  adverse, 
and  that  the  depasturing  before  its  erection  and  since,  if 
added  together,  made  out  the  right  of  pasture  for  the  full 
period  of  thirty  years  ;  and  that  at  all  events  the  enjoyment 
of  pasture  for  twenty-eight  years  established  the  other  claim 
of  turning  in  cattle,  for  which  a  twenty  years*  prescription 
was  sufficient.  The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  was  not  bound  to  prove  that  the  erection  of  the 
stang  was  adverse,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound,  under 
3  8c  4  Will  A,  C.71,  (the  Prescription  Act)  to  prove  affirma- 
tively that  he  had  depastured  for  thirty  years,  that  he  could 
not  pray  in  aid  any  acts  of  depasturing  before  the  interrup- 
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tion«  aud  that  there  was  no  evideuce  at  all  of  any  other  than 

a  right  of  pasture.     The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  his  g^ 

lordship^  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  v. 

issues.  Applitard. 

Alexander  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  shew 
that  tiie  stang  was  erected  adversely  to  the  plaintiff's  right, 
and  the  onus  was  thrown  improperly  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  an  uninterrupted  enjoyment  of  his  right.  [Lord 
DenmanJ.  C.  We  are  all  against  you  on  this  point.]  As  to 
those  pleas,  then,  which  claim  the  simple  right  of  turning 
in  cattle,  it  is  submitted,  though  the  third  plea,  which 
claims  the  right  for  forty  years,  must  be  given  up,  that  the 
second  plea^  claiming  for  twenty  years  only,  was  proved. 
The  evidence  was  certainly  intended  to  support  a  more 
ample  right — a  right  of  pasture  for  thirty  years ;  but,  how- 
ever insufficient  for  this  object,  it  was  applicable  to,  and 
maintained,  the  more  limited  right  of  turning  in  cattle, 
for  twenty  years  only.  [PaitesonJ.  If  the  right  of  turning 
in  means  a  right  to  depasture  only,  then  it  is  a  more  limited 
right ;  if  it  be  for  any  other  purpose,  then  it  is  not.] 
In  The  Bailiffs  of  Tewkesbury  v.  Bricknell{a),  it  is  laid 
down  that  a  party  may  prescribe  for  less  than  he  is  entitled 
to  claim.  Bushwood  v.  Pond{b)  is  there  cited,  in  which 
the  prescription  was  for  common  for  a  hundred  sheep ;  the 
evidence  established  a  right  of  common  for  a  hundred 
sheep  and  six  cows,  yet  the  prescription  alleged  was  held 
to  have  been  made  out. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  —  I  think  no  rule  ought  to  be 
granted.  Under  the  first  issue  there  was  no  proof  of  en- 
joyment for  thirty  years,  and  actual  enjoyment  for  this 
period  must  be  proved  under  the  first  section  of  2  &  8 
fFi//.4,  c.71*    By  the  second  plea  a  right  is  claimed  of 

(o)  1  Taunt.  143.  (b)  Cro.  Eiiz.  7S9. 
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18S8.  turning  on  cattle.  This  is  not  a  very  intelligible  right  in 
Itself.  It  was  necessary  to  give  some  evidence  of  the 
'«[""  manner  in  which  it  had  been  exercised;  and  the  only 
Appleyabd.  evidence  given  of  the  exercise  of  any  right  at  all,  was  of 
a  right  of  pasture,  and  the  right  of  pasture  was,  beyond  all 
doubt,  negatived  by  interruption.  It  cannot  therefore  be 
said  that  more  was  proved  than  claimed  by  the  plea ;  for 
the  right  of  pasture,  which  is  a  profii  d  prendre,  is  a  right 
of  a  different  character  from  the  right  of  turning  in,  which, 
if  any  thing  at  all,  is  an  easement,  and  is  provided  for  under 
a  different  section  of  the  statute* 

LiTTtfiDAtfe  J. — ^The  first  plea  was  certamly  not  proved* 
Under  the  old  system^  when  enjoyment  for  time  immemo- 
rial was  required  to  substantiate  a  right  of  pasture,  and  of 
course  could  never  be  made  out  strictly,  enjoyment  for 
a  period  of  twenty^eight  years,  which  appears  to  have  been 
had  in  this  case,  might  have  been  suflScient  for  founding 
thereupon  a  presumption  of  the  right.  But  the  present 
claim  is  distinctly  set  up  under  the  late  Prescription  Act. 
This  act  relieves  a  party  from  the  necessity  of  proving  his 
right  from  time  immemorial,  and  allows,  as  an  equivalent, 
the  proof  of  actual  enjoyment  for  thirty  years,  so  that  no 
presumption  is  admissible. 

With  regard  to  the  second  plea,  which  might  have  been 
demurred  to  as  not  shewing  the  purpose  for  which  the 
cattle  were  to  be  turned  on,  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  suc- 
ceed by  proof  of  enjoyment  for  twenty  years  only,  should 
have  offered  evidence  of  some  right,  not  being  of  a  profit 
i  prendre,  under  the  first  section  of  the  act,  but  a  mere 
easement  under  the  second,  and  of  such  acts  of  enjoyment 
as  would  tend  to  perfect  his  right  to  some  definite  ease* 
ment.  Now  the  evidence  given  did  not  apply  in  any  way  to 
the  user  of  the  lane,  without  reference  to  pasturage,  and 
the  sole  object  of  the  evidence  was  obviously  to  prove  the 
right  of  pasture.  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  any  thing  about 
the  legality  of  such  an  easement  as  is  claimed  by  the  second 
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plea.  Such  an  easement  might  perhaps  exist  for  cattle  on 
their  way  to  some  other  place.  But  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  there  was  no  evidence  in  this  case  of  any  easement  v. 

at  all. 

Coleridge  J. — I  think  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge 
upon  both  points  was  correct.  It  appeared  from  the 
evidence  in  support  of  the  right  of  pasture^  that  there 
was  some  enjoyment  more  than  thirty  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  then  an  exclusion  occurred^ 
and  then  the  enjoyment  was  resumed,  and  continued  for 
twenty-eight  years.  Now  the  6th  section  of  the  Prescrip- 
tion Act  expressly  disallows  any  presumption  in  favour  of  a 
claim,  upon  proof  of  enjoyment  for  any  less  period  of  time 
than  may  be  applicable  under  the  act  to  the  nature  of  the 
right  claimed.  Again,  the  4th  section  provides,  that  each 
of  the  periods  mentioned  in  the  act  shall  be  taken  to  be  the 
period  next  before  the  commencement  of  some  action 
bringing  the  claim  into  question ;  so  that  you  cannot  couple 
two  detached  periods  together  for  the  purpose  of  making 
out  a  prescription  in  its  full  complement  My  brother 
lAttkdalt  has  explained,  that  the  statute  substitutes  posi- 
tive proof  of  enjoyment  during  a  limited  number  of  years^ 
for  the  immemorial  enjoyment  formerly  alleged,  and  in  aid 
of  which,  as  it  never  could  be  proved  throughout,  pre* 
sumption  was  admitted*  The  second  plea  must  be  taken 
to  be  framed  on  the  second  section  of  the  act,  which  ap« 
plies  to  easements,  whereas  the  evidence  related  to  a  right 
of  pasture  only,  a  totally  different  thing.  The  section  it- 
self prescribes  a  different  limitation  of  time  with  respect 
to  easements,  which  shews  that  the  subjects  of  the  first  and 
the  other  two  pleas  were  considered  to  be  of  a  different 
nature.  It  cannot  therefore  be  said,  that  more  was  proved 
than  had  been  claimed,  when  the  two  rights  are  specifically 
distinct,  and  the  evidence  in  support  of  one  of  them  was 
iltogether  inapplicable  to  the  other. 
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Pattesom  J.— Before  the  recent  sUtute  evidence  in 
support  of  m  right  of  pasture  did  not  establish  any  other 
right,  nor  can  it  do  so  now. 

Rule  refused. 


j^l^l^^^'    The  Queen  v.  Tlie  Cambridge  Gas  Light  Company. 

1.  Where      UPON  an  appeal  against  a  rate,  by  which  the  parish  of 

pipes  of  a  gas    St.  Mary  the  Great,  in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  rated  the 

dUtnbCied'^     Cambridge  Gas  Company  in  70/.  for  and  in  respect  of  the 

through  sere-    mains  and  other  pipes  and  apparatus   belonging  to  the 

the  proper^ri-  Company,  situate  and  fixed  in  the  ground  in  the  parish,  the 

terioD  for  the    sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
assessment  of    ^  ,  .  _  ,  •        i  •  i_ 

the  Coiopanj    Court  upon  a  case,  which  stated,  amongst  other  tbmgs,  the 

to  each  parish  following  facU  ;— 

IS  not  the  **  , 

amount  of  re-       The  Cambridge  Gas  Light  Company  was  incorporated 

^wH^tlm-  ^y  ^  ^^^^^  ^^^»  psssed  in  the  4  Will.  4,  conferring  the  usual 

in,  bot  a  pro-    powers,  for  lighting  the  various   parishes  in  the  town  of 

of  the  rentat   Cambridge.     In  pursuance  of  this  act,  the  Company  pur- 

which^fterde-  chased   premises  in  the  parish  of  St  Andrew  the  Less, 

doctioosforthe      .     . 

wear  and  tear  Within  the  town  of  Cambridge,  and  erected  thereon  a  gaso- 

SL"witsof '  ™*^^'*  *"^  other  works  necessary  for  making  gas  and  coke, 
the  Company  and  broke  up  the  soil  and  pavement  in  the  public  streets, 
caicohited  ^°^  ^'^  proper  mains  and  pipes  along  the  streets,  and 
according  to  into  the  several  colleges,  halls,  shops,  &c.  of  the  University 
value  of  the  ^^^  town.  They  also  manufactured  for  sale  a  considerable 
^^^^Jtk"^  '^d  4"^"^'^y  ^'  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  '"^^  works  and  premises 
worksof the  in  St  Andrew  the  Less. 
doTn'^erefi^       The  several  colleges  and  halls  in  the  University  were  all 

2.  The  pro- 
per deduction  to  be  made  from  the  rent  of  a  Company's  works,  to  form  the  basis  of 
a  poor  rate  assessment,  is  such  an  annual  sum  as  will  be  sufficient  to  rqilaoe  the 
works  when  worn  out. 

3.  An  assessment  upon  the  above  principles  is  not  levied  in  any  degree  on  the  profits 
of  the  Company. 

4.  A  gas  company  in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  which  consists  of  several  parishes,  in 
which  are  situated  numerous  colleges  which  are  extra*parochial,  supplied  gas  in  mains 
and  pipes  to  these  colleges,  and  was  rated  therefore  to  the  parishes  in  which  the  col- 
leges are  locallj|r  situatedf:-^Held,  that  the  rate  was  bad,  theUompaiiy  being  rateable  in 
respect^  not  of  its  receipts,  but  the  land  occopied. 
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founded  prior  to  the  43  £/».  (1601),  excepting  Downing 
College,  which  was  founded  in  1800,  and  (with  the  excep- 
tion of  Downing  College  and  of  some  modern  additions  to 
others)  no  college  or  hall  in  the  University  is,  or  ever  has 
been,  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor*  The  various  parishes 
however  in  which  the  colleges  and  halls  are  locally  situate, 
in  perambulating  their  respective  boundaries,  have  been 
accustomed  to  go  into  and  pass  through  the  colleges  and 
halls,  and  to  affix  their  boundary  marks  therein.  Several 
of  the  colleges  and  halls  are  lighted  by  the  Company  with 
gas,  which  is  supplied  from  their  works  by  the  mains  and 
pipes  fixed  in  the  ground,  and  which  pass  into  and  through 
various  parishes  as  aforesaid,  and  amongst  others  into  and 
through  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  the  Great. 

The  lands,  buildings,  gasometers,  retorts,  and  other 
works  and  apparatus  for  making  gas,  coke  and  tar,  together 
with  the  mains  and  pipes  for  conveying  gas  through  the 
town,  colleges  and  halls,  would  let  to  a  responsible  tenant 
for  2400/.  a  year,  the  tenant  paying  all  rents  and  outgoings 
for  making  the  subject  of  occupation  productive,  and  doing 
all  the  ordinary  repairs  required,  but  not  providing  for  the 
renewal  of  the  various  works  when  necessary,  which  reno- 
vation would  cost  upon  an  average  500/,  a  year;  viz. — 
For  the  buildings  and  main  pipes  .  •  •  •  300  0  0 
For  the  gasometers  and  other  more  perish* 

able  articles 200    0    0 
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i*500     0    0 


The  rent  of  2400/.  also  includes  the  mains,  pipes  and  appa- 
ratus in  those  colleges  and  halls  which  are  not  assessed  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  the  value  of  which  mains,  pipes  and 
apparatus,  so  included,  is  350/.  a  year.  The  gas  consumed 
in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  the  Great  is  conveyed  into  and 
through  it  by  mains  and  service  pipes  sunk  and  affixed  in 
th6  soil.  The  sum  received  by  the  Company  for  gas  thus 
conveyed  and  consumed  by  the  parish  is  763/*  ]8«*  8d*  per 
annum. 
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The  assessment  in  St.  Mary  the  Great  has  been  con* 
firmed,  upon  the  assumption  that  2400/.  is  the  sum  at 
which  the  works,  mains,  pipes  and  apparatus  of  the  Com- 
pany is  liable  at  law  to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poof, 
and  that  this  sum,  after  deducting  150/.  for  the  value  of  the 
buildings  and  works  at  the  manufactoiy,  ought  to  be  distri- 
buted amongst  the  different  parishes  through  which  the 
mains  and  pipes  are  laid,  with  reference  to  the  annual 
receipts  by  the  Company  for  gas  supplied  in  each  parish 
respectively.  If  this  be  correct,  it  is  admitted  that  70/.  is 
a  proper  assessment  to  be  made  by  St  Mary  the  Great. 

The  Company  contended  that,  assuming  the  annual  rent 

to  be  the  proper  criterion  of  annual  value  for  the  purpose 

of  rating,  the  following  deductions  should  be  made : — 

For  the  cost  of  renovation  of  the  various 

works     • 500    O    O 

For  the  annual  value  of  the  mains,  &c. 

within  the  colleges  not  rated  to  the  poor  350    0    O 
For  the  profits  in  trade  of  the  Company  .  600    0    0 

i*1450    0    0 

The  Company,  however,  contended  that  the  rent  at  which 
the  works  would  let  is  not  the  proper  criterion  of  value, 
but  that  they  should  be  rated  at  the  actual  productive 
value,  to  be  calculated  on  the  balance  of  their  total  receipts 
and  expenditure,  viz.  on  2370/.  ^s,, — deducting  therefrom 
the  following  items : — 

For  renovation  of  works,  &c 500    0    0 

Bad  debts       •    «     , 50    O    0 

Law  expenses 2500 

For  interest  at  5  per  cent  on  a  capital  of 
3000/.,    necessarily    employed    in    the 
Company ^8  manufacture  or  works    .    .150    0    0 
Allowance  of  20  per  cent,  for  profits  in 

trade 60000 

Gross  receipt  for  gas  supplied  to  the  col- 
leges and  halls     « 814  17    4 

i*21S9  17    4 
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Personal  estate  or  the  profits  of  trade  are  Dot  assessed        1838. 
to  the  poor  rate  in  any  parish  within  the  town  of  Cam- 
bridge. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  which  q*""/JJJ*" 
of  the  two  principles  of  assessment  was  the  correct  onci  Compint. 
and  what  deductions  ought  to  be  made  in  either  case? 
Secondly,  the  total  rateable  value  being  ascertained,  upon 
what  principle  it  ought  to  be  distributed  amongst  the 
several  parishes  through  which  the  mains  and  pipes  were 
laid,  after  deducting  150/.  for  the  value  of  the  buildings 
and  works  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Less  i  If  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  assessment  was  made 
upon  the  correct  principle,  and  that  the  Company  is  not 
entitled  to  make  any  deduction,  the  order  of  sessions  to  be 
confirmed ;  if  the  Court  shall  decide  otherwise,  the  rate  to 
be  adjusted  accordingly. 

Kelly  and  Bodkin,  in  Hilary  term  last(a)»  in  support  of 
the  order  of  sessions.  The  principle,  on  which  it  is  con* 
tended  a  gas  company  should  be  rated,  is  the  annual  rent 
at  which  their  works  and  pipes  would  let.  This  principle 
is  established  by  the  decisions  in  Rex  v.  The  Birmingtiam 
Gas  Company  (b)  and  Rex  v.  The  Brighton  Gas  Com- 
pany {c).  In  Rex  V.  Chaplin  {d),  where  the  rating  of  a 
canal  navigation  was  in  question,  the  amount  at  which  it 
would  let  was  held  by  all  the  Court  to  be  the  proper  crite- 
rion of  annual  value.  If  the  principle  proposed  by  the 
Company  were  to  be  adopted,  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
the  different  parishes  of  Cambridge  would  be  almost  insu- 
perable, whereas  no  difficulty  presents  itself  in  taking  the 
gross  rent,  and  then  in  ascertaining  the  annual  receipts  for 
gas  supplied  by  the  Company  from  each  parish  respec- 
tively.   The  ground  on  which  the  Company  rely  in  claim- 

(a)  Jan.SOtb,  before  Lord  Dm-  &  R.  735. 

mam  C.  J.,  UiiledaU,  WUUams,  and  (c)  5  B.  &  C.  466 }  5*  C.  8  D . 

Coleridge  Js.  &  R.  308. 

(h)  1  B.  &  C.  506;  5.  C.  2  D.  (cQ  1  B.  &  Ad.  936. 
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1838.         iiig  deductions,  is  the  language  of  the  Court  in  Rex  v. 
Tjower  Mitton  {a).    Bayley  J.  held  there,  that  the  annual 
o.  value  at  which  a  canal  company  should  be  rated  **  would 

g!^"oht  *^®  properly  estimated  at  the  rent  which  a  tenant  would 
CoMPAM  r.  give,  he  paying  the  poor  rates  and  the  expenses  of  repairs, 
and  the  other  annual  expenses  necessary  for  making  the 
subject  of  occupation  productive;  and  a  further  deduction 
should  be  allowed  from  that  rent  where  the  subject  is  of  a 
perishable  nature,  towards  the  expense  of  renewing  or 
reproducing  it.'*  It  is  submitted  this  is  not  the  principle. 
No  case  can  be  found  in  which  any  such  deductions  have 
been  allowed.  If  they  are  to  be  made  with  respect  to  every 
subject-matter  liable  to  decay,  they  must  be  made  in  every 
case,  for  even  land  itself  requires  a  continual  outlay  of  ca- 
pital in  manure  &c.  to  make  it  productive.  [Littledah  J. 
In  such  cases  the  tenant  always  takes  into  consideration 
the  sum  to  be  laid  out  annually,  and  gives  less  rent  accord- 
ingly. Coleridge  J.  A  difference  is  made  in  some  of  the 
cases  between  houses  and  land,  establishing  that  a  deduc- 
tion should  be  allowed  towards  a  fund  for  rebuilding  the 
former.]  In  Rex  v.  TomUnson  (b),  where  the  sessions  made 
a  distinction  in  the  rate  on  houses  and  lands,  the  Court 
only  held  that  they  would  not  interfere  with  the  assessment 
A  deduction  here  is  claimed  for  gasometers  &c.,  which  may 
last  100  years.  The  second  deduction  claimed  is  for  the 
mains  &c.  running  into  the  colleges ;  but  it  is  not  stated 
that  they  are  extra-parochial:  the  contrary  would  rather 
appear  to  be  the  case.  The  reason  perhaps  of  their  not 
being  rated  to  the  poor,  was  from  their  being  considered, 
at  the  time  of  passing  43  Eliz*,  as  religious  institutions. 
The  third  deduction  is  claimed  in  respect  of  the  profits  of 
lands,  which  have  not  been  attempted  to  be  rated.  The 
only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  assessment  of  lOL, 
which  is  calculated  on  the  profits  made  by  the  Company 

(6)  0  B.  &  C.  810;  S.  C.  4         (b)  4  Mann.  &  Ry.  169;  S.  C. 
Mann.  &  Ry.  711.  9  B.  &  C.  iad« 
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in  the  particular  parish^  is  properly  made. 
v)hiford{a)  shews  this  is  the  correct  mode. 
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Sir  W.  W.  Follett  and  Byles  contr^.  The  two  cases  re* 
ferred  to^  Rex  v.  Birmingham  Gas  Company  {b)  and  Rex  v. 
Brighton  Gas  Company (c),  to  shew  that  rent  is  the  proper 
criterion  of  annual  value,  only  prove  that  the  pipes  and  mains 
of  a  gas  company  are  rateable  property.  A  different  question 
arises  as  to  the  principle  on  which  this  sort  of  property  is 
rateable.  Rent  may  often  be  an  excellent  criterion,  but  it 
is  not  the  only  one.  In  some  cases  it  may  be  too  high, 
in  others  too  low.  If  the  premises  and  works  of  the 
Company  were  situated  in  one  parish  the  rent  might  be  the 
best  criterion,  but  when  they  are  distributed  in  different 
parishes  nothing  can  be  more  incorrect.  The  parish  how- 
ever has  not  adhered  to  one  principle,  for  even  if  2400/. 
be  a  proper  sum  to  take  for  the  whole,  how  is  the  sum  of 
70/.  arrived  at  in  the  particular  parish  ?  Clearly  by  a  differ- 
ent calculation :  viz.  on  the  receipts  for  the  gas  consumed 
there.  Suppose  that  no  gas  were  consumed  in  that  parish, 
but  that  the  mains  for  the  supply  of  the  whole  town  went 
through  the  parish,  the  principle  could  not  be  applied,  and 
yet  it  is  clear  that  the  parish  in  that  case  would  be  rateable ; 
Rex  v.  Corporation  of  Bath  (d).  Rex  v.  The  New  River 
Company  {e).  Even  if  they  were  right  in  taking  the  rent  as 
the  principle,  they  have  not  made  the  proper  deductions;  for 
in  order  to  obtain  a  rent  of  2400/.,  an  expenditure  of  dOO/. 
a  year  is  required.  Both  Rex  v.  Tomlinson(f)  and  Rex 
v.  Lower  Mitton{g)  establish  that,  when  rent  arises  out  of 
perishable  subject-matter,  a  deduction  should  be  allowed  as 
a  fund  for  replacing  it.     Rex  v.  Tlie  Duke  of  Bridgwater's 
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(a)  r  B.  &  C.  236;  S.  C,  1 
Mann.  &  Ry.  20.  See  Gunning 
on  Tolls,  207. 

(6)  IB.  &C.506;  S,C.  2  D. 
&  R.  735. 

(c)  5B.&C.  466;  S.  C.  8  D. 
&R.308. 


(d)  14  East,  609. 

(e)  1  M.  &  S.  503. 

(/)  4  Mann.  &  Ry.  169;  S,  C. 
9  B.  &  C.  163. 

(g)  9  B.  &  C.  810;  5.  C.  4 
Mann.  &Ry.  711. 
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18S8.        TnuUei(a)  establishes  the  seme  principle,  and  if  any  addi- 
^"^^^^      tional  authority  were  wanting,  it  would  be  found  in  the 
«.  recent  statute  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  96,  s.  1,  which  enacts  that 

^''*lT"  ^^^  assessment  shall  be  made  on  an  estimate  of  the  rent  at 
CoMPAVT.  which  the  property  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  let,  free 
from  all  usual  tenant's  rates  and  taxes,  and  deducting  there- 
from the  probable  annual  a? erage  cost  of  the  repairs,  tn« 
surancei  and  other  expenses,  if  any,  necessary  to  maintain 
them  in  a  state  to  command  such  rent  A  deduction  should 
also  be  made  for  the  profits  of  trade,  Bex  ▼•  Wokmg(b), 
Rex  ▼.  Joddrell  (c).  The  rate  also  is  made  on  the  gaso« 
meter,  which  alone  is  sufficient  to  make  the  rate  bad,  for  the 
case  finds  that  the  fixed  property  in  breweries,  fte.  is  not 
rated »  The  rate  is  also  bad  from  being  made  on  the  mains 
within  the  colleges,  which  are  not  rated.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  on  the  case  that  the  colleges  are  extra-parochial. 
On  all  these  grounds,  whatever  principle  of  assessment  be 
adopted,  the  deductions  claimed  by  the  Company  ought  to 
be  allowed. 

Cur,  adv»  vult» 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court: — ^Tbis  was  an  appeal  against  a  rate 
made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary 
the  Great,  in  the  town  of  Cambridge.  The  sessions  con- 
firmed the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  upon 
a  case,  stating  that  the  said  Company,  by  virtue  of  an  act 
of  parliament  containing  the  usual  powers,  had  erected  a 
gasometer  and  other  apparatus  in  the  parish  of  St  Andrew 
the  Less,  in  the  said  town  of  Cambridge,  and  had  also  laid 
down  mains  and  pipes  through  the  various  parishes,  and 
also  colleges  and  halls,  (which,  upon  the  statement,  we 
consider  to  be  extra-parochial,)  including  the  said  parish  of 
St  Mary  the  Great,  and  thereby  supplied  the  public  and 
private  buildings  in  the  said  town  with  gas.  The  Company 
has  been  assessed  in  the  latter  parish  in  the  sum  of  70/, 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  68;  5.  C.  4  Mann.  (6)  4  A.  &  £.  40;  5.C.  5  N.  & 

k  Ry.  143.  M.  395. 

(c)  1  B.  &  Ad.  403. 


EASTER  TEEM ,  I  YICT.  289 

upon  ihe  aoMNUit  of  MOOl^  which  it  stated  to  be  what  a        1838. 
iwpoQtiUe  teaast  would  give  for  the  whole  apparatus  for    >^k^ 
a  year,  after  making  sooie  deductions,  and  dballowing  w. 

others,  hereafter  to  be  noticed.  Upon  hearing  of  the  ap-  ^Ua  Lievr 
peal  two  questions  mainly  arose : — 1st,  whether  the  above  Comvast. 
principle  of  ascertaining  the  sums  to  be  assessed  be  oonecti 
or  whether  it  ought  to  have  been  made  upon  the  total 
receipts  of  the  Company,  deducting  their  expenditure ;  and 
Sad,  whether  due  allowance  has  been  made  of  all  proper 
deductions,  supposing  the  first  principle  to  be  correct. 

That  the  general  principle  adopted  by  the  parish  offi* 
cars,  and  confirmed  by  the  sessions,  as  contrasted  with 
that  contended  for  by  the  appellants,  is  correct,  we  con* 
aider  it  to  be  now  too  late  to  doubt.  The  decbions  of 
Hesp  ▼.  Tmsiem  of  ihe  Duke  of  Bridgtoaier(a),  of  Rex  ▼. 
Tomlimon  (b),  and  of  Rex  ▼•  Lower  MUion  (c),  haye,  we 
think,  settled  the  question.  The  former  case  is  an  express 
authority  against  the  appellants,  and  the  latter  in  favour 
of  the  decision  of  the  sessions  upon  thb  point.  We  are 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  sessions  were  quite  right  in 
the  adoption  of  the  general  principle,  but  not  equally  so  in 
attowing  the  deductions  which  ought  to  be  made.  These 
were  claimed  by  the  Company,  first,  for  the  renewal  of  the 
works  500/. ;  secondly,  for  the  value  of  the  mains  and  pipes 
within  the  colleges  and  halls  3501,  $  and  thirdly,  for  the 
profits  in  trade  of  the  Company  600/. 

As  to  the  first,  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Lower  liiUon(c)  before  mentioned  is,  we  think,  in  point. 
Amongst  other  deductions  there  mentioned  which  ought 
to  be  made  from  that  rent,  which  is  to  be  the  criterion  for 
ascertaining  the  proper  amount  of  the  rate,  there  is  speci- 
fied, "  a  further  deduction  which  ought  to  be  allowed 
when  the  subject  is  of  a  perishable  nature,  towards  the  ex- 
pense of  renewing  or  re-producing  it.''  It  was  observed  at 
the  bar,  that,  until  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Lower  MitiQn  (c)  this 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  68 ;   S.  C.    4      Mann.  &  Ry.  169. 

Mann.  IcRy.  711.  (e)  9B.&C.810;  5.C.5N.& 

(b)  9  B.  If  C.  laSl    A  C.  4      M.  395. 
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doctrine  is  not  to  be  foand.  The  Court,  bowerer,  in  tbeir 
judgment,  for  which  time  waa  taken,  referred  to  other  cases 
9.  as  the  founcbtion  of  it;  and  the  reasonableness  of  allow- 

^^*LfoaT  ^  ^"^^  *  deduction  is,  we  think,  obvious,  because  the 
CoMPAVT.  estimated  rent,  at  the  supposed  time  of  letting,  manifestly 
could  not  be  continued  at  the  same  amount  unless  the  ap- 
paratus be  maintained  in  as  good  a  state  and  condition. 
And  thb  riewof  the  subject  receives  confirmation,  if  it  had 
been  requisite,  from  the  recent  statute  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c.  96» 
s.  1,  which  prescribes  the  manner  in  which  property  shall 
thereafter  be  assessed.  The  language  there  used  in  describ- 
ing one  of  the  deductions  to  be  allowed,  is  almost  in  terms 
the  same  as  that  employed  by  the  Court  in  the  last-men- 
tioned case. 

The  second  ground  of  deduction  may  be  more  conve- 
niently considered  hereafter.  The  third  claim  of  deduction 
is  <'  for  the  profiU  in  trade  of  the  Company  600^'*  Thb 
claim,  it  b  presumed,  has  arisen  from  the  fact  stated,  that 
profits  in  trade  are  not  assessed  in  any  parish  in  the  town 
of  Cambridge,  nor  are  they  in  this  instance.  The  rent 
which  it  is  found  a  tenant  would  give  by  the  year,  after  cer- 
tain deductions,  (viz.  2400/.)  b  not  the  amount  of  prqfiis. 
Those  necessarily  are  something  independent  of  and  be- 
yond the  rent,  upon  which  the  person  taking  the  apparatus 
must  calculate,  or  nobody  would  become  tenant  at  all;  they 
are  therefore  perfectly  distinct.  The  rent  which  a  tenant 
would  give  for  land  after  certain  deductions,  which  is  the 
criterion  for  the  due  assessment  of  it,  is  one  outgoing,  the 
expense  of  cultivation  another,  and  all  beyond,  whatever 
that  may  be,  obviously  comes  under  the  denomination  of 
profits.  Since,  therefore,  the  profits  are  in  their  nature 
wholly  distinct  from  the  rent,  and  are  not  only  not  a  deduc- 
tion from  it  but  the  reverse — ^something  beyond  and  in 
addition  to  it — ^we  cannot  perceive  that  this  claim  rests  upon 
any  just  principle,  and  are  of  opinion  that  it  has  been  pro- 
perly disallowed. 

We  come  now  to  the  fourth  question,  upon  what  principle 
the  total  rateable  value,  being  ascertained,  ought  to  be  dis- 
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tributed  amongst  the  parishes  in  and  through  which  the  mains 
and  pipes  are  laid,  after  deducting  150/.  for  the  value  of  the 
buildings  and  works  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Less; 
and  it  is  one  of  considerable  general  importance.  The 
sessions  have  adopted  as  their  criterion  the  amount  of  the 
receipts  for  gas  supplied  in  each  parish,  and  have  assigned 
to  the  respondent  parish  the  sum  of  753L  ISs.  8d.,  being 
such  amount  within  it ;  and  if  the  principle  be  correct  it  is 
admitted  that  70/.  is  the  proper  assessment  upon  the  Com- 
pany in  that  parish.  In  determining  this  point  it  is  neces- 
sary to  consider  in  respect  of  what  the  Company  is  rateable 
according  to  the  decisions.  And  from  the  case  of  Rex  v. 
Corporation  of  Bath{a),  and  various  other  authorities  in 
conformity  thereto,  including  Rex  v.  Brighton  Gas  Conf 
panyiP)^  and  the  still  later  case  of  Rex  v.  Trustees  of  Duke 
of  Bridgwater  {c\  and  many  others  which  might  be  cited,  it 
appears  that  they  are  rateable  as  occupiers  of  lands  ''  for  the 
improved  value  of  the  land  from  the  gas  pipes  being  laid  in 
it.*'  This  therefore  being,  as  we  think  it  is,  the  acknow- 
ledged principle,  it  seems  to  follow  that  the  criterion  before 
mentioned,  which  has  been  adopted  by  the  sessions,  cannot  be 
the  true  one.  Suppose  (adopting  their  own  rule)  the  value 
of  the  whole  works  to  be  2400/.  per  annum,  minus  certain 
deductions,  and  the  quantity  of  apparatus  in  the  soil  of 
each  of  the  several  parishes  to  be  equal,  but  the  sale  of 
gas  and  the  receipts  for  it  to  be  confined  to  one,  the  cases 
of  Rex  V.  Corporation  of  Bath  before  referred  to,  and 
Btx  V.  New  River  Company{d),  and  Rex  v.  Foleshill(e), 
are  express  authorities  to  shew  that  a  rate  upon  the  Com- 
pany in  that  particular  parish,  where  all  the  profits  are  re- 
ceived, could  not  be  sustained.  The  New  River  Company 
was  rated  in  the  parish  of  Little  Amwell  at  the  sum  of 
300/.,  the  value  of  the  land  independent  of  the  water  be- 
ing 5L  only ;  and  this  Court  held  the  rate  to  be  proper. 
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(a)  14  East,  629. 
(6)  5  B.  &  C.  466. 
(c)9B.&C.68. 

VOL.  III. 


(d)  1  M.  &  Selw.  503. 
(0  9  Ad.  &  £11.  593. 
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though  it  was  expressly  stated  that  no  pari  of  the  profits 
accrued  in  the  parish  of  Little  AmweU^ — nor,  indeed,  until 
the  distribution  of  the  water  in  London.  Since,  there- 
fore, in  the  present  case  the  land  occupied  by  the  appa- 
ratus in  each  parish  through  which  it  passes  contributes  to 
the  whole  value  to  let,  it  follows  that  the  Company  must  be 
rated  in  respect  of  its  occupation  in  each  parish ;  and  if 
so,  we  are  aware  of  no  rule  which  can  be  laid  down  as  to 
the  amount,  except  that  it  must  be  in  proportion  to  the 
quantity  of  apparatus  situate  in  each  parish.  It  is  true 
that  in  the  case  of  a  canal  where  the  tolls  varied  in  different 
parts  of  the  line,  it  was  decided  that  a  rate  could  not  be 
made  upon  the  Company  in  each  parish  according  to  the 
length  of  the  canal  in  it,  and /or  that  reaton\  Rex  ▼•  Kings* 
^oitiford  {a).  But  in  a  case  very  recently  before  this 
Court,  where  the  tolls  were  the  same  throughout  the 
whole  line,  it  was  held  that  the  proportion  to  be  paid  by 
the  Company  in  any  given  parish  along  the  line  must  be 
ascertained  by  a  mileage  calculation.  Rex  v.  Wolcing{b). 
And  as  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  any  superiority  in 
one  part  of  the  apparatus  over  another,  the  same  prin- 
ciple, we  think,  should  be  applied  in  the  present  in- 
stance, and  that  the  assessment  upon  the  amount  of  profits 
received  in  the  respondent  parish  was  wrong. 

It  remains  only  to  consider  whether  the  deduction  of 
S50L,  being  the  annual  value  of  that  part  of  the  apparatus, 
which  lies  within  the  colleges  and  halls,  ought  to  be  made* 
And  we  purposely  reserved  the  consideration  of  this  point 
to  the  last,  because  it  is  connected  with  the  principle  which 
regulated  our  answer  to  the  last  question.  For  inasmuch  as 
the  rate  is  imposed  upon  the  land  used  for  the  apparatus^ 
and  as  none  can  be  imposed  upon  that  part  which  lies  in 
those  extra-parochial  places,  the  amount  which  would  other- 
wise have  arisen  therefrom  (the  aforesaid  sum  of  350/.) 
must,  we  think,  be  deducted.     Upon  the  whole,  therefore. 


(a)  7  B.  &  C.  23€. 


{b)  4  Ad.  &  £11, 41. 
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in  those  particulars  as  to  which  the  sums  are  agreed  upon, 

the  amendment  of  the  rate  will  be,  of  course;  but  as  we  t^q^j, 
have  no  materials  for  ascertaining  the  proportion  between  v. 

the  parishes,  it  mast  (as  according  to  the  statement  was  in-  g^b  I^oar* 

tended)  in  that  respect  be  *'  adjusted."  Company. 

Rate  to  be  sent  back  to  Sessions  to  be  adjusted. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Mayor,  Sheriffs,  Citizens  and 

Commonalty  of  the  City  of  Lincoln.  /^TseSft 

The  indictment  against  the  defendants  stated  in  the  first  ^^^^^e  there 
count,  that  from  time  immemorial  there  had  been  a  publio  tive  Hability 

bridge,  called  Great  Bar  Gate  Bridge,  over  a  certain  water-  1|^.?P^?' ^ 
*  '  .      .  bridge,  it  is  an 

course,  called  Great  Bar  Gate  Drain,  in  the  parish  of  St  intendment  of 
Botolph,  in  the  city  of  Lincoln,  in  a  common  ancient  king's  jibsence^of  any 
highway,  leading  from  8cc.  over  the  said  bridge,  used  for  e?idence  to 
all  the  liege  subjects  8cc.,  and  that  a  certain  part  of  the  ^y^f^^  ^he  liabi- 
said  highway  next  adjoining  the  north  end  of  the  said  pub*  ^i^J  extends  to 
lie  bridge,  within  the  distance  of  300  feet  thereof,  beginning  tbeapproaches 
at  the  north  end  of  the  said  bridge,  and  certain  other  parts  *^/brid*e.^  ""^ 
of  the  said  highway  adjoining  the  south  end  (described  in 
like  manner),  were  out  of  repair,  and  that  the  said  defend- 
ants the  said  bridge  have  immemorially  been  bound  to 
repair,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  repair,  as  often  as  re- 
quired, yet  that  they  refuse  to  repair  the  said  parts  of  the 
said  highway,  so  as  aforesaid  in  decay.    The  second  count 
was  similar;  but  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  a  pre- 
scriptive corporation.     The  third  count  charged  that  the 
defendants  were  immemorially  bound  to  repair  the  parts  of 
the  highway  adjoining  the  bridge;  and  the  fourth  count 
was  similar,  but  alleging,  as  in  the  second  count,  that  the 
defendants  were  a  prescriptive  corporation.      Plea;  not 
guilty.     At  the  trial  before  Park  J.,  at  the  summer  assizes, 
1834,  for  the  county  of  Lincoln,  a  verdict  passed  for  the 

T  2 
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1838.        crown,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  follow* 

Tl'Toi^.K    «»gcwe- 

V,  The  defendants  are  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  Lin- 

LiMcoLN.^  coin,  which  is  an  immemorial  corporation.  The  city  of 
Lincoln  is  a  county  of  itself,  and  not  comprised  in  any  other 
county.  The  bridge,  the  Great  Bar  Gate  Bridge,  men- 
tioned in  the  indictment,  is  an  ancient  public  bridge,  and 
the  said  corporation  have  from  time  immemorial  exclusively 
repaired  the  fabric  of  the  said  bridge,  and  are  liable  by 
prescription  to  repair  it.  The  fabric  of  the  bridge  is  not 
out  of  repair;  but  there  is  a  public  highway  passing  over 
the  said  bridge ;  and  the  said  highway  extending  from  the 
said  bridge  from  each  end  of  it  for  more  than  100  yards 
both  ways,  within  the  city  and  county  of  the  city  of  Lin- 
coln, is  out  of  repair,  which  is  the  highway  mentioned  in 
the  indictment.  There  was  no  evidence  that  any  part  of 
the  said  highway  had  ever  been  repaired  by  the  defendants 
or  their  predecessors,  or  by  the  parish  in  which  it  is  situ- 
ated ;  but  the  whole  of  the  said  highway,  including  the  part 
of  it  which  passes  over  the  said  bridge,  has,  as  far  back  as 
the  memory  of  living  witnesses  can  go,  been  repaired  by 
the  Commissioners  for  the  south-east  and  south-west  dis- 
trict of  the  Lincoln  turnpike  road,  which  commissioners 
were  first  appointed  by  a  public  act  of  parliament,  passed 
in  the  29th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  majesty  King  George 
the  Second.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  is,  whether  defendants  were  liable  to  repair 
the  said  part  of  the  said  highway  so  out  of  repair.  If  de- 
fendants are  so  liable,  then  the  verdict  for  the  crown  to 
stand ;  otherwise,  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  to  be  entered. 

Balguy  argued  the  case  for  the  crown,  in  Hilary  term 
last  (a).  The  liability  of  the  defendants  to  repair  the 
bridge  being  admitted,  their  liability  also  to  repair  100 
yards  of  the  highway  at  each  end  of  the  bridge  follows  as  a 

(a)  Jan.  17th,  before  Lord  Dentnan  C,  J.,  Uilledaie,  Williams  and 
Coleridge  Js. 
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matter  of  course :  Rex  v.  The  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  («),         i838. 
Lord  Coke*s  comment  on  the  Statute  of  Bridges  (A),  The    ^^^^^"^"^^ 

The  OuEEV 

^bbot  of  Combe's  ctLse{c).     In  that  case  a  jury  had  found  v. 

that  the  Abbot  was  not  bound  to  repair  except  two  arches  Mayor  &c.  of 
of  the  bridge  of  T.  and  the  bridge  ulird  cursum  aqua,  and 
not  the  ends  of  the  bridge ;  but  Knivet  J.  held,  that  he 
was  bound  to  repair  the  bridge  and  the  highway  adjoining 
the  one  end  of  it  and  the  other.  Lord  Eldon  C  J.  re- 
marked upon  this  case,  in  The  fVest  Riding  of  Yorkshire  v. 
I'he  King{d),  that  it  was  hard  doctrine;  but  he  acted  upon 
it.  [LiUkdalei.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  that  case. 
Probably  the  doctrine  laid  down  only  fell  from  a  serjeant 
arguendo  {e),'\  The  only  difficulty  in  the  case  does  not 
apply  here,  because  the  corporation  are  found  to  be  liable 
to  repair  the  whole  bridge. 

Sir  jp.  Pollock,  contr^.  It  is  admitted  that  where  there 
is  a  liability  at  common  law  to  repair  u  bridge,  the  liability 
to  repair  the  approaches,  to  the  extent  defined  by  the 
statute  22  Hen,  8,  c.  5,  s.  9*  follows.  But  a  liability  by 
prescription  is  founded  on  a  private  agreement,  and  no 
other  burden  is  created  by  it  than  what  the  grantor  has 
voluntarily  imposed  upon  himself.     It  is  found  here  ex* 

(a)  7  East,  588,  confirmed  in  lity  to  repair  part,  he  ought  to  have 

error,  5  Taant.  284 ;  S.C.  2Dow,l.  shewn  in  liis  plea  who  was  liable 

(6)  2  Inst,  705.     See  also  13  to  repair  the  remainder;  accordinf; 

Rep.  33.  to  the  dpctrine  in   The  King  v. 

(c)  43  Assis.  pi.  37$  Bro.  Abr.  Corto/tf  1  Sid.  140;  S.  C.  Keb. 
Presentments  in  Courtes,  22  &  29,  498;  and  Rex  v.  Si.Andrew\  Hoi- 
fo.  152;  Fitz.  Just.  186.  born,  3  Salk.  183,8;  S.  C.  1  Mod. 

(d)  5  Taunt.  1284.  112 ;  and  this  seems  to  be  the  rea- 
{e)  The  decision  in  the  Year      son  pointed  out  hjf  Knivet  J.,  "  as 

Book  appears  to  depend  on  the  ne-  it  is  not  found  nor  limited  in  the 

cessity  for  a  special  plea,  shewing  record  who   ought  to   repair  tlie 

who  is  liable  to  do  the  remainder  remainder  of  the  bridge,  and  with- 

of  the  repairs.    For  although  when  out  doing  that  it  would  be  of  no 

a  private  person  is  indicted  for  not  virtue,  although  it  may  be  found 

repairing,  he  may  prove  that  an-  that  the  arches  are  in  good  repair, 

other  ought  to  repair,  under  a  plea  still  that  cannot  be  held  an  argu- 

of  not  guilty,  yet  as  the  Abbot,  by  ment  for  you*"    See  also  Poph« 

bis  pica,  acknowledged  his  llabi*  192. 
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1838.        pressly  that  the  corporation  are  liable  by  prescription  to 
J^*^"^''^^      repair  the  fabric  of  the  bridge,  but  as  expresiio  unhis  est 
V,  exelu$io  tdteriui,  that  is  equivalent  to  finding  that  they  are  not 

^Yiwc^ii^^  liable  to  repair  the  approaches.  With  regard  to  the  Abbot 
of  Combers  case  (a),  it  contains  most  eitraordinary  doctrine; 
for  what  is  there  to  prevent  a  party  being  liable  by  pre* 
scription  to  repair  one  arch  of  a  bridge,  and  how  can  that 
prescriptive  liability  throw  upon  him  the  burthen  of  the 
whole  f  The  only  authority  of  the  case  arises  from  its 
having  been  noticed  by  Lord  Sldon  and  the  Court  below, 
in  Rex  v.  The  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  (b).  But  it  was 
no  authority  even  for  the  decision  in  that  case,  which  was 
one  of  common  law  liability;  whereas  the  Abbot  was  only 
liable  by  prescription,  so  that  there  was  no  analogy.  As 
a  prescription  therefore  is  founded  on  a  grant,  and  the 
extent  of  it  is  to  be  determined  only  by  the  evidence,  and 
as  the  jury  have  found  that  the  corporation  are  only  liable 
to  repair  the  fabric  of  the  bridge,  the  Court  cannot  throw 
any  other  liability  upon  them.  The  Court  in  fact  are 
required  to  find  that  a  party  who  has  covenanted  to  do  one 
thing  only,  is  also  bound  to  do  another. 

Balgutfi  in  reply.  If  the  corporation  are  not  liable  to 
repair  the  approaches,  no  one  is  liable ;  for  it  is  fouud  that 
the  parish  has  never  repaired.  [Patteson  J.  On  an  indict- 
ment for  not  repairing  a  bridge,  it  would  not  do  to  give 
evidence  of  the  state  of  the  approaches  (c),  but  you  must 
charge  the  non-repair  of  both,  which  shews  that  there  is  a 
distinction.  Coleridge  J.  The  5th  section  of  the  Statute 
of  Bridges  applies  to  liability  by  prescription  as  well  as  to 
common  law  liability;  and  then  sect.  9, which  requires  both 
ends,  to  the  extent  of  500  feet,  to  be  repaired,  would 
appear  to  apply  to  both  also.  Littledale  J.  The  reading 
of  that  section  has  been,  that  by  common  law  the  county 
is  bound  to  repair  bridges  and  some  part  of  the  approaches 

(a)  43  Assis.  p].  37.  non-repair  of  the  approaches  of  a 

(6)  7  East,  588 ;  5  Tount.  284.      bridge,  7  East,  588;  3  Cbitt.  Crim^ 
(c)  See  the  precedents,  for  the     L  601. 
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to  them,  and  that  the  statute  defines  how  much  of  those        1838. 
approaches  the  county  ought  to  repair  (a);  but  that  does    ^   ^ 
not  appear  to  touch  a  prescriptive  liability.]     There  is  no  v. 

such  distinction  as  has  been  drawn  between  prescriptive  j^J^J^^lIi. 
and  common  law  liability.  The  county  is  liable  to  repair 
bridges^  if  no  one  else  is*  When  the  county  is  liable  to 
repair  the  bridge,  it  must  also  repair  300  feet  at  each  end, 
according  to  the  statute ;  but  if  any  one  by  prescription  is 
put  in  the  place  of  the  county^  he  is  bound  to  the  burden 
with  all  its  accessories;  and  sect.  9  applies  quite  as  much 
to  him  as  to  the  county ;  the  principle  in  both  cases  being, 
that  as  the  public  is  entitled  to  an  easement,  they  are  enti- 
tled to  all  that  is  necessary  for  its  enjoyment. 

Cur.  adv»  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. 

This  is  a  case  of  indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  certain 
portions  of  the  common  highway,  to  which  the  defendants 
have  pleaded  not  guilty.  A  verdict  for  the  crown  has  passed 
by  consent,  subject  to  our  opinion  upon  a  special  case, 
which  raises  this  question^ — whether  a  prescriptive  liability 
to  the  repair  of  a  public  bridge,  in  the  absence  of  any  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  and  by  itself,  includes  a  liability  to 
repair  the  highways  at  the  ends  of  it  within  the  distance  of 
300  feet.  The  prescriptive  liability  to  repair  the  bridge  is 
not  contested  on  the  one  hand;  and  it  is  found  on  the 
other^  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  actual  repair  done 
to  the  highways  at  the  ends  of  it,  by  the  defendants  or  their 
predecessors,  within  living  memory.  The  only  repairs 
proved  have  been  done  by  a  body  of  turnpike  commission- 
ers, created  by  act  of  parliament,  €9  Qto.  2i 

Since  the  case  of  The  King  v.  fVest  Riding  of  York* 
Mre(b)f  it  has  been  considered  settled,  that,  where  the 
liability  to  repair  a  bridge  attaches  by  the  general  law, 

(a)  See  Bex  v.  The  West  Riding  (6)  7  East,  668,  and  5  Taunt. 
iff  Yorhhire,  2  East,  343.  984. 
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1838.        as  declared   by  the  Statute  of  Bridges,  the  liability   to 
y**"^*^      repair   the   approaches   to   the   bridge,  for  the  space  of 
V,  300  feet,  follows  the  same  rule.     It  is  contended,  bow- 

^Ijmcol  ^^  ^^^^'  ^^^^  *  prescriptive  liability  is  independent  of  the 
common  law,  and  must  in  each  case  be  measured  by  its 
own  exact  limits,  which  in  the  present  instance  are  con- 
fined to  the  bridge  itself.  We  think  that  the  proposition  of 
law  is  here  correctly  laid  down,  but  that  the  facts  found  in 
the  present  case  do  not  warrant  the  conclusion  drawn  from 
it  Nothing  appears  here  by  which  the  liability  to  repair 
the  approaches,  as  parcel  of  the  prescriptive  liability  to 
repair  the  bridge  itself,  is  excluded ;  there  is  no  evidence  of 
any  conflicting  liability.  The  non-repair  by  the  parish  or 
the  inhabitants  of  the  county,  and  the  non-repair  defaclo 
by  the  defendants,  when  explained  by  the  repairs  having 
been  done  for  a  great  number  of  years  by  a  body  created 
by  a  modern  act  of  parliament,  are  both  consistent  with  a 
prescriptive  charge  de  jure  having  been,  all  the  time,  exist- 
ing and  binding  on  the  defendants.  The  jury  therefore,  if 
this  issue  had  gone  to  them  for  a  decision,  would  have 
been  properly  directed  to  draw  all  such  inferences  in  fact 
from  the  admitted  liability  to  repair  the  bridge,  as  tha  t  lia-* 
bility,  unexplained  and  unrestricted,  contains  by  intendment 
of  law  within  itself. 

The  question  then  returns,  what,  by  intendment  of  law, 
is  the  extent  of  a  prescriptive  liability  to  repair  a  bridge ; 
does  it  include  the  approaches  or  not?  The  dictum  of 
Knivet  J.,  in  the  Abbot  of  Combe's  case  (a),  answers  this 
question,  if  it  be  law.  There,  to  an  indictment  for  the 
non-repair  of  a  bridge,  the  Abbot  had  pleaded  that  he 
was  only  bound  to  repair  two  arches  of  it,  and  the  jury 
had  found  that  he  was  bound  only  to  the  repair  of 
two  arches,  and  the  bridge  over  the  stream  of  the  water, 
et  non  fines  ejusdem  porUis.  This  was  pleaded  by  him  to 
a  second  indictment,  and  the  record  read ;  yet  Knivet  J. 
said,  '*  We  intend  that  you  are  bound  to  repair  the 
bridge  and  the  highway  applying  to  the  one  end  and  to 
(a)  43  Assis.  pi.  37. 
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the  other^  although  the  soil  be  in  another^  because  the         1838. 
easement  shall  be  preserved  for  the  people."    This  is  a    rp/^X^^ 
stroiig  case^  because  the  jury  had  negatived  the  liability  to  «. 

repair  any  more  than  the  bridge;  but  they  had  not  then  ascer-  Li^Nco^jr. 
taiued  any  other  person  or  body  to  be  liable :  it  was  a  case 
therefore  like  the  present,  of  a  prescriptive  charge  to  repair 
a  bridgei  unexplained  and  unrestricted  in  fact;  and  the 
judges  considered  that  the  charge  to  repair  the  approaches 
was  legally  parcel  of  such  a  prescription.  This  case  was 
mainly  relied  on  in  the  judgment  of  this  Court  in  the  case 
first  mentioned  (a),  as  shewing  that  so  early  as  the  reign  of 
Edward  S,  the  judges  understood  the  approaches  to  the 
bridge  to  be,  as  it  werei  excrescences  of  the  bridge  itself, 
and  that  the  charge  of  repairing  them  was  considered  as 
''  belonging  prima  facie  to  the  party  charged  with  the 
repair  of  the  bridge.*'  In  the  House  of  Lords  also,  in  the 
argument  on  the  same  case  in  error,  this  dictum  was  again 
relied  on;  and  Lord  Eldan,  though  he  called  it  *^hard  doC" 
trine"  yet  expressed  no  dissatisfaction  with  it  as  a  lawyer, 
and  assigned  a  satisfactory  legal  reason  for  it  (A).  It  would 
be  difficult  for  us  therefore  to  say  that  this  case,  so  recog- 
nized, is  not  law ;  and  being  a  case  of  prescription^  it  is 
certainly  more  directly  applicable  to  the  present  case  than 
it  was  to  that  of  The  King  v.  The  West  Riding  of  York- 
shire (a),  which  was  a  case  of  common  law  liability.  But, 
independently  of  authority,  we  think  it  maintainable  on  prin- 
ciple ;  the  same  principle  which  has  united  the  approaches 
of  the  bridge  itself,  in  the  case  of  a  common  law  liability, 
namely,  that  of  rendering  complete  the  benefit  to  the  public 
from  the  repair  of  the  bridge  itself.  It  is,  besides,  repug- 
nant to  the  genius  of  law  to  multiply  distinctions  unneces- 
sarily, and  much  more  convenient  and  reasonable  to  hold 
that  the  same  general  rule  should  prevail,  whoever  may  be 
charged  with  the  repair  of  the  bridge  itself. 
We  do  not  therefore  break  in  upon  the  well-established 

(a)  lUxv.The  WeU  Riding  of        (h)  5  Tauat.  099. 
torhhire,  7  East,  598. 
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1838.        rules  of  law  as  to  the  extent  of  prescriptive  liabilities^  but 

Th   o  '*^  down  this  only,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to 

V,  the  contrary,  the  prescription  to  repair  the  bridge  must  be 

S»coLN.^    intended  to  include  within  it  the  repair  of  the  approaches 

to  it.    The  verdict  for  the  crown  therefore  will  stand* 

Verdict  for  the  crown. 


The  Queen  i;.  The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  and  Burgesses  of 
AprUmh.  Liverpool. 

The  corpora-    glR  W.  W.  FOLLETT,  in  Hilary  term  1837,  obtained  a 

tion  of  Liver- 

pool,  in  com-    rule  calling  upon  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the 

ru^  ?    \     borough  of  Liverpool,  to  shew  cause  why  a  mandamus  should 

acts,  built  a     not  issue,  commanding  them  to  secure  to  the  Rev.  Thomas 

pointe/a  i^r^  Moss,  by  bond  under  their  corporate  seal,  the  yearly  sum  of 

son  to  officiate  180/.,  being  the  stipend,  which  for  seven  years  next  before 

name  of  mi-     ^^^  ^^^  ^^  June,  1835,  had  been  usually  paid  to  him  as 

^}^^\  .'^}^^y  minister  or  lecturer  of  the  church  of  St.  John,  Liverpool. 

also  of  their  . 

own  accord,         By  virtue  of  2  Geo.  3,  c.  Ixviii,  (local),  intituled  *'  An  Act 

^d  *of  tKete    ^^^  building  two  new  Churches  and  providing  burial  places 

acts,  appoint-    within   the  town  of  Liverpool,"  &c.,  two  new  churches, 

roan  as  "Tec-   ^^^^^d  St.  Paul's  and  St.  John's,  were  built  within  the  town. 

turer,"  to  as-    The  right  of  presentation  and  perpetual  advowson  and  pa« 
sist  him  in  the  •      t  •        ,  ,        .  ,  . 

general  duties   tronage  in  these  churches  was,  by  the  same  act,  vested  m 

of  his  office,     jfjg  corporation  of  Liverpool,  who  were  also  authorized 

having  been      and  required,  by  sect.  34,  to  appoint  a  proper  person  "  to 

I!!^?J^l!!  ^  J!L  he  the  minister  and  ministers  of  each  of  the  said  churches, 
receiving  a  re-  ^  ^  ' 

gular  stipend     and  to  pay   him  a  yearly  stipend ;  and  also  in  like  manner 

seven  years       ^^  nominate  and  appoint  a  minister  to  and  for  each  of  the 

before  the  pas-  ggid  churches  on  every  vacancy  and  avoidance  thereof  re- 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  pectively,*'  who  should  be  licensed  by,  and  subject  to  the 

c.  76,  claimed  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  of  Chester. 

compensation  .  . 

for  the  loss  as       The  affidavits,  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  stated 

his  office  as 

"  minister,"  under  sect.  68.— Held,  that  the  word  '<  minister*'  was  to  be  interpreted 

liberalljr,  and  without  reference  to  the  way  in  which  it  was  used  in  the  local  acts,  and  that 

the  daimant  was  intitled  to  compensation. 
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that,  ever  siDce  the  first  appointment  in  1784  of  minister  to  1838. 

St.  John's  church,  under  this  act,  the  corporation  had  invari-  "-^v^^ 

ably  appointed  a  lecturer  also,  with  a  yearly  stipend,  who  had  ^, 

been  regularly  presented  to  and  licensed  by  the  bishop.  Mayor  &c.  of 

IjIVERPOOL* 

The  affidavits  then  set  out  the  following  appointments  by 
the  corporation :  ''  At  a  common  council  held  on  the  first 
day  of  February,  1815,  they  elected,  nominated,  and  ap- 
pointed the  Rev.  Richard  Loxham,  clerk,  to  be  minister  of 
the  church  of  St.  John,  in  this  town,  in  the  place  of  the 
Rev.  Henry  Dennett,  deceased.  They  also  elected,  no- 
mmated,  and  appointed  the  Rev.  Thomas  Moss,  clerk,  to  be 
lecturer  of  the  said  church  of  St.  John,  in  the  place  of  Mr. 
Loxham,  appointed  minister,  with  the  like  stipend  of  120/. 
as  was  heretofore  paid  to  Mr.  Loxham.*'  It  was  then 
stated,  that,  in  pursuance  of  this  resolution,  Mr.  Moss  had 
been  duly  presented  and  licensed,  and  had  regularly  per- 
formed his  duties  as  lecturer,  which  were  the  same  as  those 
of  the  minister  in  all  respects,  except  that  the  minister 
usually  attended  himself  to  the  churchings,  weddings,  bap- 
tisms and  funerals.  That  in  1816  the  stipend  of  the  lec- 
turer was  increased  to  180/.,  which  had  been  regularly  paid 
to  Mr.  ilfoss  up  to  December  1835,  when  the  common 
council  or  governing  body  of  the  corporation  went  out  of 
office,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act  (5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76).  That  Mr.  Moss  had 
called  upon  the  defendants  to  execute  a  bond  securing 
compensation  to  him  for  his  loss  of  stipend,  under  sect.  68 
of  the  act,  and  that  they  had  refused  to  do  so. 

Sir  J.  Campbell,  A«  G.,  Wightman  and  Cronipion,  now 
shewed  cause.  This  rule  was  obtained  under  sect.  68  of 
the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  which  says,  *'  that  all  sti- 
pends and  allowances  which,  during  seven  years  next  before 
the  5th  of  June,  1835,  have  been  usually  paid  and  granted 
to  the  minister,  or  late  minister,  of  any  church  or  chapel,  or 
to  the  master  or  usher  of  any  school,  or  to  the  governor  or 
master  of  any  hospital  within  such  borough,  and  all  cha* 


The  QuEEK 
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1838.  ritable  allowances^  which  have  been  usually  paid  as  afore- 
said to  the  inmates  of  any  alms-houses  by  such  corporate 
body,  shall  be  secured,  as  soon  as  conveniently  may  be 
^L^vEaroo"^  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  to  every  person  entitled  or  ac- 
customed to  have  and  receive  the  same,  by  bond  or  obli- 
gation under  the  common  seal  of  the  borough,  out  of  whose 
funds  the  same  shall  be  payable."  Mr.  ilfoss  claims  com- 
pensation as  minister,  but  even  if  he  was  a  minister  in 
the  popular  sense  of  the  term,  or  as  the  term  is  used  in 
our  church  service,  he  certainly  was  never  the  minister  of 
St.  John's  church,  Liverpool.  Mr.  Moss's  principal  was 
the  minister  appointed  under  the  local  acts,  and  be  himself 
was  merely  lecturer,  who,  ex  vi  termini,  is  a  person  ap- 
pointed to  officiate  in  a  church,  not  being  the  regular  in- 
cumbent. The  word  '^minister,"  in  the  Municipal  Act,  must 
be  construed  with  reference  to  these  local  acts.  Now  the 
situation  of  lecturer  was  created  voluntarily  by  the  corpo- 
ration of  Liverpool,  and  Mr.  Moss  might  have  beea  removed 
at  any  time.  In  The  Kvig  v.  The  Bishop  of  London  {a)^ 
a  mandamus  to  the  defendant  to  license  a  lecturer  for  a  par- 
ticular church  was  refused,  and  Lee  C.  J.  observed,  that 
the  license,  even  if  granted,  might  be  of  no  effect,  as  the 
fee  of  the  church  was  in  the  rector,  who  might  refuse  to 
admit  tlie  lecturer. 

Sir  W.  W.  FolUtt  and  Tomlinson,  contrd,  were  not  called 
upon  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — The  question  is,  whether  Mn 
Moss  is  to  be  considered  to  have  been  a  minister,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  not  of  the 
local  acts.  We  have  always  given  to  the  compensation 
clauses  in  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  the  extended  and 
liberal  interpretation,  of  which  the  68th  section  is  fairly 
susceptible ;    for  the  latter  part  of  it  directs  compensa- 

(a)  1  Wils.  11;  S.C.  nom.  jinnc%  WestmintUr^  2Str.  1192. 
The  cm  of  the  Lecturer  rf  St. 
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tion  to  every  person  '^  entitled  or  accustomed  to  have  and        lass. 
receive,"  &c.     We  are  not  therefore  restrained  from  award-      ^-^v*^^ 
ing  compensation  in  some  cases,  where  the  claimant  may  9. 

never  have  been  invested  with  any  strict  legal  right,  and  we  Mayor  &c.  of 
feel  no  difficulty  in  making  this  rule  absolute. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — I  do  not  think  Mr.  Moss  was  a  minister 
within  the  meaning  of  the  local  acts,  but  I  think  he  was  so 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act. 

Pattesok  J. — We  must  construe  this  act  by  itself,  with 
reference,  not  to  this  particular  borough,  but  to  the  whole 
country.  Under  the  68th  section,  I  think  any  person  put 
by  the  corporation  into  an  office,  which  required  him  to 
perform  the  duties  of  what  is  *^  commonly  called  a  minister 
of  the  church,*'  is,  after  perception  of  his  stipend  for  seven 
years,  entitled  to  compensation.  The  circumstance  of  the 
appointment  of  Mr.  Moss  being  voluntary,  and  not  under 
the  local  acts,  makes  no  difference,  for  this  act  directs  that 
alt  stipends  usually  paid  and  granted  for  seven  years  shall 
be  compensated  for. 

Coleridge  J. — I  think  Mr.  Moss  was  a  minister  within 
the  Municipal  Act,  for  not  only  in  that  part  of  the  clause 
which  directs  compensation  to  be  paid  to  the  minister,  are 
comprehensive  words  used,  but  in  the  latter  part  ^'  cha- 
ritable allowances  which  have  been  usually  paid,"  are  also 
spoken  of  as  the  subject  of  compensation.  Mr.  Moss^ 
therefore,  having  been  appointed  to  an  office  requiring  him 
to  discharge  generally  all  the  duties  devolving  on  a  minister 
of  the  church,  appears  to  me  entitled  to  this  rule. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Friday,  MsRRICK  V.  WakLEY. 

Jpril  27ih. 

Entries  made  C/ASE  for  a  libel  published  by  the  defendant  in  November 

o£^"h?ir*  1837,  in  a  medical  journal  called  «  The  Lancet/'  and  im- 

book,  which  puting  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  medical  officer  of  a 

Sklct'5^  union,  under  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  that  he  had  been 

rule  under  the  guilty  of  gross  inattention  to  a  sick  pauper,  intrusted  to  his 

seal  of  the  care,  in  the  above  union.    The  defendant  pleaded  a  justifi« 

Poor  Law         nation. 

ComnuMioD- 

ers,  ofhis  At  the  trial,  before  Aldenon,  B.,  at  the  last  Hereford 

▼isits  to  sick     Qgg|2e8,  the  pauper  was  called,  and  stated  that,  while  suffer^ 

paupers,  are  .  , 

not  admissible  ing  under  a  most  serious  disease,  he  had  been  neglected  and 

forliim^'aTa    "^^  visited  by  the  plaintiff  for  several  weeks  together.     For 

public  writing,  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  pauper,  the  plaintiff  tendered 

he  paid  such    ^Q  evidence  certain  entries  made  by  himself  as  medical  officer 

visits.  of  the  union  in  a  book  kept  by  him,  according  to  a  mle 

under  the  hands  and  seal  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners, 

and  called  the  "  Weekly  Return  of  the  Medical  Officer.'* 

This  book  purported  to  contain  the  names  of  all  the  sick 

paupers  in  the  district,  and  the  dates  of  the  several  visits  paid 

them  by  the  medical  officer.    The  learned  baron  rejected 

this  evidence,  but  the  jury  gave  a  verdict  nevertheless  for 

the  plaintiff,  for  nominal  damages,  being  of  opinion  that  the 

defendant  had  not  completely  established  his  justification. 

The  learned  Baron  then  certified  under  the  4S  Eliz.  c.  6,  to 

deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs. 

Ludiow,  Seijt.  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  moved,  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
evidence  had  been  improperly  rejected ;  and  also  that  the 
verdict  for  merely  nominal  damages  was  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence.  The  book,  containing  entries  of  the  medical 
officer's  visits,  was  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  public  docu- 
ment; it  is  kept  under  a  rule  of  the  Poor  Law  Commission- 
ers, who,  by  sect.  15  of  the  4  8c  5  WilL  4,  c.  76,  are  to 
make  rules  for  the  administration  of  the  laws  for  the  relief 
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of  the  poor,  which  rules,  by  sect.  42,  are  to  be  valid  and  i838. 
binding,  as  if  the  same  were  specifically  made  by  and  em- 
bodied in  the  act  itself.  It  cannot  be  disputed  (hat  on  ge- 
neral principles  this  book,  on  account  of  its  public  character, 
would  be  a  proper  instrument  of  evidence,  as  the  log-book 
of  a  man-of-war  is  evidence  to  prove  the  time  of  sailing  (a) ; 
or  the  book  kept  by  the  Master  of  this  Court  to  prove  that 
a  particular  person  is  an  attorney  (6) ;  but  it  was  contended 
at  the  trial,  that  as  the  entries  in  question  were  made  by 
the  plaintiff  himself,  he  could  not  be  allowed  to  use  them 
on  bis  own  behalf. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court.  On  the  application  for  a  new  trial  in  this  case 
a  question  was  raised  as  to  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of 
certain  entries  made  by  the  plaintiff  In  a  book,  in  obedience 
to  the  order  of  the  Poor  Law  Commissioners.  This  book, 
it  was  said,  was  entitled  to  be  put  on  the  same  footing  of 
authenticity  with  the  log-book  of  a  man-of-war  and  the  book 
kept  in  the  Master's  office,  containing  the  names  of  the  at- 
tomies  of  this  Court.  In  those  and  other  similar  cases,  the 
entries  to  which  credit  is  given,  are  made  by  a  person  who 
stands  altogether  disinterested  and  indifferent  with  respect 
to  the  fact,  which  is  the  subject-matter  of  such  entries.  If 
the  entries  in  this  case  could  be  received  in  evidence,  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  because  they  were  directed  to  be  made 
under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament,  we  should  allow 
a  party  to  make  evidence  for  himself,  and  the  accounts  of  a 
public  accountant  might  also  be  evidence  for  himself  on  the 
same  principle.  We  think  the  evidence  was  properly  re- 
jected; there  will  therefore  be  no  rule;  and  on  the  other 
point,  as  to  the  smallness  of  the  damages,  we  have  commu- 
nicated with  my  brother  Alderson,  and  see  no  reason  for 

disturbing  the  verdict. 

Rule  refused, 

(a)  D*lsraeU  v.  Jifweit,  1  Esp.  497.    (6)  Rex  v.  Crmky,  2  Esp.  526. 
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Friday,  The  Qo££N  V.  The  Justices  of  Salop. 

AprU  27  tk. 

Under  the  4  SiR  F.  POLLOCK,  in  Hilary  term,  1837,  had  obtained  a 
&  5  WilL  4  #  ^  »         • » 

c.  76,  s.  81 '  """'^  '^^  ^  mandamus  to  the  defendants  to  enter  continuances, 
requiring  the  aud  hear  an  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  a 
ii^  against  an  pi^uper  from  the  parish  of  Newport,  in  Salop,  to  the  parish 
order  of  re-  ^f  Tibberton,  in  the  same  county.  The  appeal  came  on  for 
liver  to  the  trial  at  the  Epiphany  sessions  for  the  county,  held  the  Snd 
them!pondent  ^^^^Uf  ^^^*  '^  ^^^  objected  that  the  appellants  could 
parish  a  writ-  not  be  heard,  because  they  had  not  delivered  to  the  respond- 
of  tlie  grounds  ^°^  ^^^  statement  of  their  grounds  of  appeal  until  the  19th 

ofappeal,four.  December  preceding;  whereas  the  5  &  6  Witl.4,  c,  76, 

teen  days  at  /  ,^'  ,       ^  ,.         ,    .  ^ 

least  before      s.  81,  requires  such  statement  to  be  delivered  ''fourteeu 

the  6rst  day     j^^,  ^^  i^^^^*'  before  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  at  which 

ofsessionSy  -^  ^     ,  / 

Uie  fourteen      such  appeal  is  intended  to  be  tried.    The  sessions  had  de- 

cImt  dm  ex-  ^^^^  '^  favour  of  the  objection,  and  refused  to  hear  the 
clusively  of      appeal, 
the  day  of  the 
deliferv  and 

of  the  first  day  Whately  now  shewed  cause.  No  doubt  the  general  rule 
of  sessions.  ...  . 

for  computation  of  time,  in  respect  of  notices  of  appeal  and 

such  matters,  is  correctly  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  The  Justices 

of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire  (a),  that  one  day  shall  be 

reckoned  inclusively  and  one  exclusively.    But  ^*  fourteen 

days  at  least"  means  fourteen  clear  days :  Zouch  v.  £mp- 

sey{b);  and  in  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Herefordshire  (c), 

it  was  decided  that  the  expression  '^  clear  days/'  with  respect 

to  notice  of  appeal  under  49  Geo.  3,  c.6S,  s.5,  against  an 

order  of  filiation,  excluded  both  the  day  of  serving  the 

notice  and  the  day  of  holding  the  sessions.    The  sessions 

therefore  properly  refused  to  hear  this  appeal. 

Sir  JP.  Pollock,  contnl.    The  expression,  ^'  fourteen  days 
at  least,*'  means  that  if  the  appellants  prefer  to  give  a  longer 

(a)  4  B.  &  Ad.  685.  (c)  3  B.  &  Aid.  581. 

(6)  4  B.  &  Aid.  632. 
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DOtice,  it  shall  not  be  invalid,  which  it  otherwise  would  be, 
in  the  same  manner  as  bills  of  exchange,  before  the  43 
Geo.  3,  C.127*  were  vitiated  by  having  a  stamp  larger  than 
necessary.  Again ;  "  fourteen  days  at  least"  may  mean  at 
least  fourteen  days,  leaving  ''  fourteen  days"  to  the  ordinary 
computation  of  the  Courts,  which  is  of  one  day  inclusively 
and  the  other  exclusively.  If  the  statute  had  said  one  day 
at  least,  would  it  be  contended  that  one  whole  day  must 
intervene  between  the  day  of  delivering  the  statement  and 
the  first  day  of  sessions  i  The  case  of  Zouch  v.  Empseif  (a) 
was  decided  before  Hardy  v.  Ryle{b\  which  establishes 
the  general  rule,  that  where  the  act,  from  which  the  compu 
tation  is  made,  is  one  to  which  the  party  against  whom  the 
time  runs  is  privy,  the  day  of  the  act  done  is  to  be  included; 
and  notice  of  action  is  given  as  an  instance,  the  party  served 
necessarily  knowing  the  time  of  service,  i.  e.  of  the  act  from 
which  the  computation  is  to  be  made.  This  case  is  ex« 
pressiy  applicable,  and  shews  that  the  fourteen  days  are  to  be 
reckoned  inclusively  of  the  day  on  which  the  statement  was 
delivered,  that  being  an  act  to  which  the  respondents  were 
privy.  [Coleridge  J.  We  lately  held  (c)  that  the  three  days' 
notice,  under  the  rule  of  Hil.  T.  6  WilL  4,  by  persons  ap- 
plying for  admission  as  attomies,  were  to  be  clear  days.] 
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1838. 


The  Queen 

V. 

Jutiices  of 
Salop. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.J. — ^The  rule  has  been  already  laid 
down,  that  so  many  days  "  at  least"  means  clear  days :  it 
would  be  more  mischievous  to  shake  this  rule  than  to 
cause  inconvenience  in  a  particular  case. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — If  this  Were  res  integra,  I  should  say 
that ''  a  day  at  least"  cannot  mean  more, than  ''a  day;"  but 
as  there  has  been  a  decision,  we  will  abide  by  it. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 


(a)  4  B.  &  Aid.  529. 

(b)  4  M.  &  R.  ?95. 


(c)  In  Ike  maUer  of  PrangUy, 
4  Ad.  &  £1.  781 . 


VOL.  III. 


U 
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Coleridge  J.^I  concur  on  the  ground  already  men- 
The  Queen    ^'*^"®^ »  "'"^  ^^  *'*®'^  ^^^  ^^^^  "^  authority,  my  opinion 


1838. 


Justices  of 
Salop. 


would  have  been  otherwise. 


Rule  discharged. 


Monday^ 
April  30M. 


The  Queen  v.  Thomas. 


July^issV,^?  Sir  J.  CAMPBELL  A.  G.,  in  Hilary  term,  1837,  had 
a  meetiog  of     obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause 
the  town  .......  ..  ... 

council  of  a      why  an  mformation  m  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  should 

^XnSnn'wJit'  "^^  ^  exhibited  against  him,  for  exercising  the  offices  of 
town  clerk  and  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  borough  of 
Tewkesbury,  on  the  following  grounds : — 

1.  l^'hat  he  had  not  been  duly  elected  to  those  offices,  or 
either  of  them. 

2.  That  Thomas  Jelf  Sandilands  was  duly  elected  to 
those  offices,  and  had  never  been  legally  removed. 

3.  That  both  the  offices  were  full  at  the  time  of  the  sup* 
posed  election  of  the  defendant. 

4.  That  the  defendant  had  never  been  appointed  to  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  said  borough. 

Several  affidavits  were  used  on  moving  for  the  rule.  The 
affidavit  of  Sandilands  stated,  that  on  the  £Oth  July,  18S6, 
he  was,  as  appeared  by  the  minute«book  of  the  town 
council  of  the  borough,  elected  to  the  office  of  town  clerk 


solution  was 
passed  that  S, 
should  be 
elected  town 
clerk.    This 
ofEce  had 
usually  been 
held  in  con- 
junction with 
that  of  clerk 
of  the  peace, 
and  at  an 
entire  salary, 
and  iS.  deposed 
to  his  belief 
that  he  was 
elected  to  both 
offices ;  but,  at 
this  time,  the 
old  borough 
sessions  having 
been  abolished 
on  the  1st  of 
May  preceding 

b^  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  and  no  new  grant  of  Sessions  having  issued,  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  did  not  exist.  On  the  95th  July  following  the  council  a^ain 
met,  and  in  the  absence  of  one  of  the  members,  who  had  been  present  on  the  previoos 
occasion,  rescinded  their  prior  resolution,  and  elected  defendant  town  clerk,  before 
security  had  been  taken  from  S.  for  the  due  execution  of  his  office  under  the  58th  sect. 
of  tlie  act,  and  before  any  official  intimation  to  him  of  his  appointment.  On  the  ]5th 
August  in  the  same  year  a  court  of  quarter  sessions  was  granted  to  the  boroogh,  and 
defendant  was  then  elected  clerk  of  the  peace  also.  A  rule  nisi  for  a  quo  warranto  having 
been  obtained  against  him,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  been  duly  elected  to  either  office, 
that  S,  had  been  elected,  and  had  never  been  legally  removed,  and  that  both  offices 
were  full  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  election  of  the  defendant,  the  Court  discharged  it 
with  costs,  and  held  that  there  nad  been  a  good  removal  of  S,  from  the  office  of  town 
clerk,  and  that  he  could  not  set  up  want  of  notice  of  the  meeting  of  the  Sdtb  July,  no 
such  objection  appearing  in  either  the  rule  or  the  affidavits. 

3.  Qutfre,  Whether  it  was  requisite  that  there  should  have  been  notice  of  the  meet- 
ing, which  was  an  adjourned  quarterly  meeting,  and  a  summons  to  the  motabera  of  the 
town-council  tc  attend. 


The  QuEBH 

V. 


£A8T£R  TERM,  I  VICT.  289 

at  a  meeting  held  on  that  day.  That  he  understood  and  lasa. 
believed  the  clerkship  of  the  peace  of  the  borough  was  to 
be  held  by  him  in  union  with  the  town  clerkship,  both 
offices  havmg  been  held  by  the  former  town  clerk,  Mr.  Thomas. 
Wiliiams,  at  one  and  the  same  salary,  at  the  time  of  his 
resignation  on  the  igth  July,  1836,  and  various  entries  made 
in  the  minute*book  of  the  town  council  were  set  out  as  the 
grounds  of  this  understanding  and  belief.  That  on  the  82d 
July  deponent  was  waited  upon  by  three  councillors,  and 
requested  to  relinquish  his  office  of  town  clerk,  and  told  that 
he  would  be  ousted  if  he  did  not;  that  he  then  said  he 
would  put  himself  in  the  hands  of  his  friends,  by  whose 
favour  he  had  been  elected,  and  would  resign  if  they 
thought  he  ought  to  do  so.  That  on  the  25th  July,  how- 
ever, be  wrote  to  request  the  mayor  to  convene  a  meeting 
of  council  for  the  purpose  of  investing  him  with  the  joint 
offices  of  town  clerk  and  clerk  of  the  peace.  That  it  further 
appeared  from  the  minutes  of  the  said  council,  that  at  an 
adjourned  quarterly  meeting  of  the  council  held  on  the  same 
^th  of  July,  it  was  resolved,  '*  that  the  resolution  of  the 
last  meeting  appointing  Mr.  Sandilands  town  clerk  be  re- 
scinded," and  that  it  was  further  resolved, ''  that  Mr.  Joshua 
Thomas  (the  defendant)  be  appointed  town  clerk."  That 
deponent  believed  that  defendant  had  acted  as  town  clerk 
and  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  borough^  under  this  appoint- 
ment, from  that  time  to  the  date  of  the  affidavit.  That  one 
member  of  council  who  voted  on  the  80th  July  for  depo- 
nent's election,  did  not  attend  at  the  meeting  of  the  25th 
July,  nor  consent  to  rescind  deponent's  election.  The  other 
affidavits  corroborated  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Sandilands  gene- 
rally, and  stated  also  that  the  two  offices  of  town  clerk  and 
clerk  of  the  peace  had  been  held  in  conjunction  by  the 
former  town  clerk,  Mr.  Williams,  at  an  entire  salary,  and 
that  Mr.  Thomas  had,  ever  since  the  25tb  July,  taken  upon 
himself  the  duties  of  both  the  said  offices. 

The  affidavits  filed  in  opposition  to  the  rule  stated,  that 
the  election  of  Sandilands,  on  the  «Otb  of  July,  was  the 

v« 
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18S8.        result  of  misapprehension  and  mistake,  and  that  no  official 
^y^^^C^      intimation  was  given  to  him  of  his  election.    That  neither 
V.  at  the  meeting  of  the  20th  nor  of  the  £5th  July,  was  it  ever 

Thomas.  proposed  by  the  council  to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of 
the  peace.  That  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  had  re- 
ference only  to  the  existence  of  a  separate  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions ;  and  that,  although  usually  held  by  the  town  clerk, 
it  was  well  known  to  be  a  distinct  office.  That,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Municipal  Reform  Act,  the  criminal  juris- 
diction of  the  justices  of  the  peace,  appointed  by  the  late 
corporation,  and  the  holding  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Ses- 
sionSf  were  continued  only  to  the  1st  of  May,  1836,  and  it 
was  therefore  necessary  that  Mr.  Williams  should  be  re- 
appointed to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  but  that  on 
the  1st  May  the  office  no  longer  existed,  and  that  from  that 
day  Mr.  W.  never  did  act  as  clerk  of  the  peace,  there  being 
then  no  separate  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.  That  it  was 
not  until  the  15th  August  following  that  the  council  were 
informed  that  a  grant  of  quarter  sessions  to  the  borough 
had  issued,  and  that  on  that  day  they  elected  defendant 
clerk  of  the  peace.  That  Sandilands  never  applied  to  the 
mayor  to  call  a  meeting  to  invest  him  {Sandilands)  with  the 
office  of  town  clerk  and  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  either  of 
them ;  that  Sandilands  never  acted  in  either  office,  nor 
made  or  subscribed,  or  offered  to  make  or  subscribe,  the 
declarations  required  by  the  Municipal  Act;  but  that  de- 
fendant did,  on  the  ISth  August,  1836,  make  and  subscribe 
the  said  declarations  in  respect  of  the  office  of  town  clerk, 
and  on  the  19th  of  the  same  month  take  the  oaths  of  office 
and  make  the  declarations  required  in  respect  of  the  office 
of  clerk  of  the  peace. 

Sir  W,  W.  Folleit  now  shew*ed  cause.  The  present  rule 
is  irregular ;  it  is  directed  against  the  defendant  for  exer- 
cising two  offices,  which  are  distinct  in  their  nature,  and 
have  no  necessary  connection  with  each  other.  The  58lh 
section  of  5  8c  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  (the  Municipal  Corporation 
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Act,)  gives  power  to  the  council  of  a  borough  to  appoint  a 
town  clerk,  who  is  to  hold  his  office  during  pleasure.  But 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  appointed  under  the  103d  section, 
and  is  to  bold  his  office,  not  during  pleasure,  but  during 
good  behaviour. 

The  town  council  therefore  have  a  right  to  remove  their 
town  clerk  without  assigning  any  reason  whatever;  and  Mr. 
Sandilands  was  properly  removed  from  that  office,  if  indeed 
he  ever  was  elected  to  it.  But  with  respect  to  the  other  office, 
of  clerk  of  the  peace,  he  can  have  no  title  to  that,  for  it  had 
no  existence  whatever  on  the  20th  July,  the  time  of  his  sup- 
posed election.  The  old  borough  sessions,  together  with 
the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  which  was  incidental  to 
them,  were  abolished,  by  the  107th  sect,  of  the  act,  on  the 
1st  of  May,  1836,  and  the  office  was  not  revived  until  a 
new  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  afterwards  granted  to 
the  borough  on  the  15th  August  in  the  same  year.  As 
Mr.  S.  therefore  could  have  no  title  to  this  office,  and  was 
removed  from  the  other,  the  defendant  has  a  clear  title  to 
both  offices. 
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The  Queen 

V, 

Thomas. 


Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  and  R.  F.  Richards,  contra.  A 
multifarious  rule  of  this  kind  is  by  no  means  uncommon,  and 
is  perfectly  regular— as  for  exercising  the  offices  of  alderman 
and  justice  of  the  peace,  or  those  of  mayor,  alderman  and 
common  councilman. 

Sandilands  himself  has  a  clear  title  to  both  offices,  but  it 
is  not  necessary  to  contend  for  so  much,  as,  unless  the  de- 
fendant has  a  clear  title,  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
It  has  not  been  denied  that  Sandilands  was  elected  town 
clerk  on  tlie  ^th  July.  On  the  2dd  he  applies  to  the 
mayor  for  investiture  in  the  office,  so  that  what  took  place 
on  the  day  preceding  goes  for  nothing,  and  cannot  be  con** 
strued  into  an  abandonment  of  his  rights.  But  it  is  said 
that  he  held  office  during  pleasure  only,  and  that  such 
pleasure  was  determined  on  the  25th  July.  Now  the  plea« 
sure  of  the  council  was  not  properly  determined,  nor  was  it 
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1838.        notified  to  Sandilands  in  anjr  way.    The  oflBce  of  attoniey- 

f^A^^      general  is  held  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Bovereign,  bat  it  must 

9.  be  determined  in  a  regular  way  under  the  great  aeaL    In 

Thohas.      order  to  rescind  the  resolution  for  the  appointment  of  Sanr 

dilands,  the  same  members  of  council  who  were  present  on 

the  20th  July  should  have  attended  on  the  85th,  whereas 

one  member  who  voted  for  the  appointment  was  absent 

when  it  was  rescinded ;  Rex  v.  Harris  (a)  and  Rex  v.  Dw^ 

esBier  {b\  shew  that  Mr.  Sandikmds  was  entitled  to  notice 

of  the  subsequent  meeting,  and  that  the  members  of  council 

should  have  been   summoned.    (The  Court   stopped  this 

part  of  the  argument,  because  the  last-mentioned  grounds 

were  not  stated  in  the  rule,  or  in  the  affidavits.) 

With  regard  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  also,  this 
rule  must  be  made  absolute;  because,  although  no  such 
office  existed  on  the  20th  July,  and  Saitdilands  therefore 
could  have  no  title  to  it,  yet  the  affidavits  shew  that  the 
defendant  acted  in  that  office  from  the  25th  July  to  the 
15th  August,  without  any  title;  and  as  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  to  the  contrary,  it  may  be  presumed  also  that  he  con- 
tinued to  act  afterwards  under  the  void  appointment  of  the 
former  date. 

LiTTLBDALE  J.  (c). — With  regard  to  the  clerkship  of 
the  peace,  it  is  clear  that,  on  the  25th  July,  1836,  no  such 
office  existed  in  this  borough.  The  defendant  might,  not- 
withstanding, be  liable  to  this  information,  if  he  assumed  to 
act,  as  if  there  was  such  an  office,  and  as  if  he  was  iutitled 
to  exercise  it.  But  although  liable  for  any  usurpation  be- 
tween the  25th  July  and  the  15th  August,  it  is  clear  that  he 
had,  on  the  day  last  mentioned,  a  legal  title,  and  the  rule 
does  not  seek  to  make  him  responsible  for  his  acts  during 
the  intermediate  period  {d).    It  is  said  it  does  not  appear 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  936.  the  Pnvy  Council. 

(6)  2  BifiT.  738.  See   Rex  v.  (</)  The  language  of  the  rule 

Townof  Liverpdoly2  Burr.  723.  was,  "  to  shew  by  what  authority 

(c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  at  he  claim%  to  etercise,"  &c. 


The  Queen 

V. 
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under  which  appointment  he  has  since  acted ;  but  where  a        i838. 

person  may  be  acting  under  either  of  two  appointments, 

the  one  legal  and  the  other  not  so,  we  must  presume  that 

he  acts  under  that  which  is  legal, — a  principle  assumed  in      Tuomab. 

Lweas  ▼.  Nockells  {a).    Another  question  is  raised  as  to  the 

office  of  town  clerk,  and  it  is  objected  that  Mr.  Sandilands 

was  not  properly  displaced,  and  therefore  that  Mr.  Thomas 

was  not  properly  elected.    This  question  might  be  a  very 

important  one,  if  it  appeared  by  the  affidavits  on  which  this 

rule  was  obtained,  that  no  notice  was  given,  in  the  manner 

pointed  out  by  the  69th  section  of  the  Municipal  Act,  of 

the  meeting  of  the  25th  July,  and  also  of  the  objects  for 

which  it  was  convened.    The  affidavits  are  defective  in  this 

respect,  and  we  must  assume  that  the  meeting  was  properly 

held.    The  resolution  then  for  the  election  of  Sandilands 

was  rescinded,  and  Thomas  was  elected.    I  think,  under 

these  circumstances,  Sandilands  was  properly  displaced. 

This  rule  therefore  must  be  discharged,  and  I  should  have 

said  without  costs,  if  it  related  merely  to  the  office  of  town 

clerk,  but  as  it  relates  also  to  the  other  office,  about  which 

no  question  ought  to  have  been  raised,  it  must  be  discharged 

with  costs. 

Pattebon  J. — So  far  as  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace 
is  concerned,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  impugn  the 
election  of  the  defendant  on  the  15th  August,  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  he  acted  under  the  void  appointment  of  the 
25th  July.  Why  are  we  to  assume  that,  when  he  could  not 
have  so  acted  legally,  inasmuch  as  the  office  had  no  existence? 
It  is  absurd  to  suppose  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace, 
which  is  held  during  good  behaviour,  was  incidental  to  the 
office  of  town  clerk  as  the  principal  office,  which  is  held 
during  pleasure,  and  that  Sanditands,  although  removed 
from  the  town  clerkship,  must  still  continue  in  possession 
of  the  other  office.    With  respect  to  the  defendant's  election 

(d)  4BiDg.729.  Sec  Pr.Gfoen-     Rep.  76;     S,  C.  U  Mod.  386, 
velt  V.  College  of  Pht^sician$,  I  Com.     norn.  JDr.  Crenville, 
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to  the  office  of  town  clerk,  one  ground  on  which  this  rule 
^    ^  was  obtained  was,  that  at  the  time  of  his  election  the  office 

Tll€  QUEEV 

V.  was  full.     Now  the  office  was  not  full  if  Saadilamds  was 

TnoMAs.  properly  removed ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed  also,  that  no 
security  had  been  taken  from  him  for  the  due  execution  of 
that  office,  as  required  by  sect  58,  so  that  it  would  appear 
that  his  appointment  was  not  complete.  Want  of  notice 
of  the  meeting,  and  of  the  business  to  be  transacted,  ac- 
cording to  the  69th  section,  and  also  of  notice  to  Sandi- 
lands  himself,  might  present  insuperable  objections  to  the 
validity  of  the  meeting  on  the  25ih  July,  if  the  objections 
were  open  to  the  prosecutor  on  these  affidavits.  But  the 
Attorney  General  admitted,  very  properly,  on  moving  for 
this  rule,  that  as  the  affidavits  do  not  distinctly  set  out  want 
of  notice,  we  nmst  assume  the  meeting  was  regular  in  that 
respect.  That  being  so,  I  think  the  resolution,  rescinding 
the  prior  appointment  of  Sandilands,  was  effectual ;  and,  as 
there  was  no  reason  for  questioning  the  defendant's  title  to 
the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 

Coleridge  J. — The  only  argument  urged  in  support 
of  this  rule,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
peace,  is,  that  the  defendant  does  not  deny  that  he  has  acted 
in  this  capacity  since  the  25th  July,  1836.  But  surely  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him  to  deny  that,  for  the  valid  appoint- 
ment of  the  I5th  August  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  so  much 
of  the  rule.  With  regard  to  defendant's  title  to  act  as  town 
clerk,  two  objections  are  made ;  first,  that  there  was  no  good 
removal  of  Sandilands  \  and,  secondly,  that  all  that  took 
place  on  the  25th  July  was  void  for  want  of  notice.  As  to 
the  first  objection,  Sandilands  could  not  have  been  removed 
formally,  because  the  office  was  not  full.  The  second  ob- 
jection I  be^  to  be  understood  to  dispose  of  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  not  open  to  the  prosecutor,  because  he  has  not 
introduced  it  in  the  affidavits  and  rule ;  this  is  required  by 
the  general  rule  of  U,  T.  7  &  8  Geo*  4,  just  as  much  as  if 
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the  objection  to  an  election  were^  that  there  had  not  been  any  isss. 

good  presiding  officer*    I  agree  entirely  that  this  rule  should  ''^-'^^ 
be  discharged  with  costs.  i^. 

Rule  discharged  with  costs.  Thomas. 


The  QuEBN  V.  W.  L.  Roberts.  Wednuday, 

J  May  ^d, 

INFORMATION  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  of  i.  The  de- 
Hilary  term,  1836,  against  the  defendant,  for  usurping  the  [^"f^^J^J^'^^^^^^ 
office  of  alderman  of  the  borough  of  Carnarvon.  alderman  was 

Plea:  that  on  the  31st  December,  1835,  the  defendant  Juo'Sar^S 
was  duly  elected  to,  and  accepted,  the  office  of  alderman  on  the  ground 
of  the  said  borough,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  i,^  h^^  ^  J^^ 
Municipal  Corporation  Act  (5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76).    Verifi-  '^^\^^^^' 
cation.  ber  of  alder- 

Replication:  1.  That  defendant  was  not  duly  elected,  ^^u^^'at 
modo  et  formft;  on  which  issue  was  joined.    2.  That  here-  the  first  elec- 
tofore  and  before  the  said  supposed  due  election  of  the  ^^\^„  of  ^ 
defendant,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  of  December,  1835,  being  the  6  &  6  IF. 
the  day  appointed  for  the  first  election  of  councillors,  under  not  been  elect- 
the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  eighteen  persons,  being  the  ^>  ^^^  ^^^} 
number  in  the  said  act  in  the  said  plea  of  the  defendant  election  was 
referred  to,  in  that  behalf  mentioned  and  provided,  had  ^u^er  lo  a 
been  and  were  elected  to  be  councillors  of  the  said  borough,  replication, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  such  persons  ^ov?circum^ 
being  the  councillors  first  elected  under  the  said  act :  that  siances,  to 
on  the  said  supposed  due  election  of  the  defendant  to  be  feet  in  defend- 
an  alderman  of  the  said  borough,  on  the  said  31st  Decem*  ^  ^'rt*held'*** 
ber,  1835,  being  the  day  named  and  appointed  for  the  first  that  the  de- 
election  of  aldermen,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  ^'cumf  bv 
of  parliament,  sixteen  of  the  said  eighteen  persons,  so  as  in  the  i  Vkt. 
this  replication  aforesaid  elected  to  be  councillors  of  the  m^e  judgment 
said  borough  of  Carnarvon,  and  no  greater  number,  assem-  ^L^l?^*.^  . 

that  the  prose- 
cutor was  not  entitled  to  costs  ubder  secL  ISO,  as  do  application  to  discontinne  the  pro* 
cee^g^  already  commeDced  had  be«ii  made  immediately  after  the  passing  of  the  act* 


296  CASES  IN  THE  QVEfOH^S  BEHCH, 

1838.  bled  and  met  together  at  the  said  borough  of  Carnanron, 
for  the  porpose  of  electing  from  the  said  councillors,  or 
from  the  persons  qualified  to  be  councillors,  the  aldermen 
of  the  said  borough ;  that  at  the  time  and  on  the  occasion 
last  mentioned,  there  were  twelve  candidates  for  the  office 
of  aldermen  of  the  said  borough,  to  wit,  the  defendant,  one 
12.  GriffUhi,  one  H.  R.  Williams,  one  S.  P.  Boileau,  one 
G.  Johnstone,  one  J.  Jones,  one  P.  Ellis,  one  other  £• 
Griffiths^  one  JR.  M.  Preece,  one  J.  Thomas^  one  71  Jones^ 
and  one  W.  Griffiths;  that  at  the  time  and  on  the  occasion 
last  aforesaid,  the  said  sixteen  of  the  said  eighteen  persons, 
so  as  in  this  replication  aforesaid  elected  to  be  councillors 
of  the  said  borough,  which  said  sixteen  persons  were  so 
assembled  and  met  together  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose 
in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  gave  and  delivered  their  votes  for 
the  said  twelve  candidates,  for  the  office  of  aldermen  of  the 
said  borough,  in  manner  following;  that  is  to  say,  for  the 
defendant  nine  votes,  for  the  said  first-mentioned  JR.  Griffiths 
nine  votes,  for  H.  R.  Williams  eight  votes,  for  S.  JP.  Boi- 
lean  eight  votes,  for  G.  Johnstone  eight  votes,  for  J.  Jones 
eight  votes,  for  P.  JE/lis  eight  votes,  for  the  secondly  men- 
tioned R.  Crfiffiths  eight  votes,  for  R.  M.  Preece  eight  votes, 
for  J.  Thomas  eight  votes,  for  T.Jones  seven  votes,  and  for 
W.  Griffiths  seven  votes;  that  defendant  was  not,  at  any 
time  after  the  making  and  passing  of  the  said  act  of  parlia- 
ment, in  his  said  plea  mentioned,  elected  to  be  an  aldennan 
of  the  said  borough  of  Carnarvon,  save  on  the  occasion  and 
in  manner  in  this  replication  in  this  behalf  aforesaid,  and  so 
the  said  coroner  and  attorney  saith,  that  at  the  time  and 
on  the  occasion  of  the  said  supposed  due  election  of  the 
said  defendant  to  be  an  alderman  of  the  said  borough,  in 
his  plea  mentioned,  six  aldermen,  being  the  number  in  the 
said  act  in  his  plea  mentioned,  and  by  that  act  directed  and 
required  to  be  elected  for  the  borough  of  Carnarvon,  were 
not  elected,  without  this,  that  the  defendant  was  duly  elected 
an  alderman  oi  the  said  borough  of  Carnarvon,  according 
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to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  of  pariiaoientj  in  the  plea 
of  the  defendant  above  mentioned. 

Verification.     Demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  defendant  stated  in  the  margin,  that  on  the  argument 
of  this  demurrer  he  should  contend  **  that  the  plea  suffi- 
ciently shews  the  defendant  was  elected  an  alderman,  and 
that  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  full  number  of  aldermen 
was  not  filled  up.** 
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Jerois^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  two  candidates,  who  had  a  majority  of  votes, 
were  not  elected,  although  the  whole  number  of  aldermen, 
namely,  six,  was  not  completed,  on  account  of  the  equality 
of  votes  given  to  other  candidates.  Now,  whatever  might 
have  been  the  case,  if  1  Vict.  c.  78,  had  not  passed,  that 
statute  has  ac  all  events  given  validity  to  this  election.  The 
second  section,  which  was  expressly  intended  to  meet  this 
case,  then  known  to  be  pending  in  this  Court,  provides, 
*'  that  all  elections  duly  made,  or  other  acts  done,  since 
the  said  28th  December  (1836),  at  any  meeting  of  the 
council  or  councillors  of  any  borough,  named  in  either  of 
the  schedules  of  the  said  act,  by  a  majority  of  the  members 
of  the  council  or  councillors  present  at  such  meeting,  the 
whole  number  present  not  being  less  than  one-third  part  of 
the  whole  council,  shall  be  good,  notwithstanding  that  the 
whole  or  due  number  of  aldermen  may  not  then  have  been 
elected.''  And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  section  sets 
up  the  election  absolutely,  and  without  reference  to  the 
terms  of  the  fiOth  section,  to  which  the  case  of  an  election 
without  a  good  presiding  officer  is  subjected  by  the  first 
section.  It  might  also  be  contended,  if  necessary,  that 
under  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  itself  (5  8l  6  WUL  4, 
c.  76,)  the  election  of  defendant  was  good,  without  the  aid 
of  the  statute  of  Victoria.  The  election  of  the  aldermen, 
as  well  as  of  the  mayor  and  councillors  of  a  borough,  is 
directed  by  the  2dth  section  of  the  Corporation  Act.  The 
defendant  had  a  majority ;  at  what  particular  time  was  his 
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election  bad  ?  Is  a  candidate^  after  it  is  ascertained  that  be 
has  a  clear  majoritjy  to  await  the  result  of  a  scrutiny  as  to 
the  other  caudidatesj  before  he  can  be  said  to  be  elected  i 
or  is  his  election  to  be  invalidated  if  another  person,  who 
has  been  elected,  chooses  to  disclaim  {  By  the  49tb  sect, 
the  mayor  is  to  be  elected  out  of  aldermen  or  councillors; 
but  if  such  an  election  as  the  present  be  good  for  nothing* 
there  might  be  no  aldermen  or  councillors  to  elect  from. 

R.  V.  Richards,  contri*    The  election  in  question  was 
not  an  ordinary  election,  but  the  original  election,  by  which, 
after  the  passing  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  the 
borough  itself  was  to   be  constituted.     The  component 
parts  of  the  borough  must  be  formed  completely  at  the  first 
election,  whatever  may  be   the  case  at  any  subsequent 
period.    The  26th  section  says,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen 
and  councillors,  for  the  time  being,  shall  be  called  the 
council,  and  there  can  be  no  council  until  the  proper  num- 
ber of  aldermen  has  been  elected.    The  cases  put  on  the 
other  side,  under  sections  49  and  51,  cannot  arise  until 
after  the  constituent  members  of  the  borough  have  been 
created.     And  the  same  answer  applies  to  the  1  Vict.  c.  78, 
s.  2,  which  has  been  relied  upon.     It  cures  such  elections 
as  the  present,  if  duly  made  at  any  meeting  of  the  council* 
Now  the  use  of  the  word  *'  councir  shews  that  an  ordinary 
election  is  here  intended,  and  not  the  original  election, 
under  which  the  borough  is  constructed,  for  there  can  be 
no  council  until  after  aldermen  have  been  chosen  at  the 
original  elections.     IPaileson  J.  It  says  "  council  or  coiiif- 
ciUors,''  as  if  to  comprehend  the  original  election,  for  they 
are  the  very  persons  who  are  to  elect  the  first  set  of  alder- 
men.]   Still  it  says  councillors  of  the  *'  borough,'*  so  that 
the  objection  recurs,  for  there  can  be  no  *'  borough''  until 
after  the  original  election. 


Jervis,  in  reply. — The  statute  of  Victoria  was  passed  for 
the  purpose  of  remedying  defects,  and  quieting  doubts, 
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which  bad  been  suggested  by  different  applications  to  this 
Court.  Now  the  only  case  within  section  2  of  the  statute, 
was  this  very  case,  which  must  therefore  have  been  directly 
contemplated  by  the  legislature.  If  the  argument  on  the 
other  side  be  good,  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  borough  in 
the  kingdom,  and  never  can  be,  for  the  mayor,  it  is  said,  is 
to  be  elected  by  the  council,  and  the  council  cannot  exist 
without  the  mayor. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — If  the  I  Vici.  c.  78,  reme- 
dies the  defect,  if  any,  in  this  election,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  consider  whether  the  election  would  have  been  good,  if 
that  statute  had  not  passed.  It  appears  to  me  that  the 
second  section  was  clearly  meant  to  apply  to  this  very  case, 
which  was  known  to  be  pending  at  the  time.  The  clause 
may  be  ambiguous  in  some  of  its  terms,  but  the  alternative 
expression  ''  or  councillors,"  seems  to  obviate  the  difficulty 
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LiTTLBDALE  J. — Whether  this  election  was  good  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  appears 
to  me  very  doubtful.  But  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying, 
that  it  is,  at  all  events,  set  up  by  the  recent  act  of  Victoria. 
It  is  said  that  this  act  applies  only  to  elections  at  a  meeting 
of  the  council  or  councillors  of  any  "  borough/*  and  that  it 
cannot  therefore  apply  to  the  present  election,  which  took 
place  before  the  ''  borough*^  had  been  constructed.  But 
the  word  *'  borough''  may  there  mean  any  place  which  was 
a  borough  before  the  act,  as  this  was,  for  it  is  mentioned  in 
schedule  A.  of  the  Corporation  Act. 

Patteson  J. — Whatever  doubt  there  may  be  as  to  this 
election,  under  the  Corporation  Act,  it  is  clearly  resolved 
by  the  statute  of  Victoria.  The  words  *^  council  or  coun- 
cillors'' are  used  here  in  opposition,  as  if  for  the  purpose 
of  including  the  original  as  well  as  subsequent  elections. 
So  they  are  used  also  in  sect.  25  of  the  former  act,  which 
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•ays,  **  on  the  Qth  day  of  November,  in  this  present  year, 
(that  is,  at  the  original  election,)  the  amacition  first  to  be 
elected  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  on  the  9th  day 
of  November  in  the  year  1838,  and  in  every  third  succeed* 
ing  year,  the  amneil  for  the  time  being  of  eveiy  borough, 
shall  elect  from  the  councillors,  or  from  the  persons  quali- 
fied to  be  conndllors,  the  aldermen  of  such  borough,  or  so 
many  as  shall  be  needed  to  supply  the  places  of  those  who 
shall  then  go  out  of  office,  according  to  the  provisions  here- 
inafter contained."  The  original  electioD  is  the  only  one 
therefore  at  which  the  cciundUon  could  elect  aldermen,  so 
that  this  case  is  pointedly  referred  to. 

Coleridge  J. — My  brother  Patteson*^  argument  as  to 
the  25th  section  is  very  strong  to  shew  that  the  word 
*'  councillors*'  was  introduced  to  meet  this  veiy  case. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


May  10/A. 


R,  V.  Richards  made  an  application  for  costs,  under  the 
£Oth  sect,  of  the  statute  of  Victoria.  The  Court  refused 
the  application. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleii,  on  the  last  day  of  this  term,  moved  for 
a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the 
defendant  should  not  pay  the  relator's  costs.  As  the  Court 
have  decided  that  the  defect  in  the  election  here  was  cured 
by  sect.  2  of  1  Vici,  c.  78,  the  prosecutor,  under  sect.  20,  is 
entitled  to  bis  costs  (a).     [Lord  Denmau  C.  J.  The  words 


(a)  That  section  enacts,  that 
"  every  proceeding  commenced  be- 
fore the  passing  of  this  act,  and 
stall  pending  in  the  Court  of  Kingfs 
Bench,  against  any  person,  upon 
any  ground  in  which  it  is  herein 
declared  that  the  validity  of  the 
election  into  any  corporal  office 
shall  not  be  questioned,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  into  question 
the  validity  of  any  election  or  act, 


which  is  herein  declared  to  be  good, 
shall  be  discontinoed  immediately 
upon  the  passing  of  this  act,  upon 
payment  of  the  costs  incurred  up 
to  that  time;  and  the  prosecutor 
or  relator  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive from  the  defendant,  in  eveiy 
such  proceeding,  all  such  costs,  to 
be  taied  as  between  attorney  and 
client,  according  to  the  practice  of 
such  Coort." 


The  QuBBN 

p. 
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of  the  act  are^  that  the  proceedings  ''  shall  be  discontinued  issa. 
on  payment  of  costs/'  but  we  have  decided,  in  Regina  v. 
Jones  (a),  that  the  act  does  not,  of  itself,  discontinue  the 
proceedings,  and  that  special  application  for  the  purpose  J^'  ^' 
should  be  made  to  the  Court.]  The  application  should  be 
made  by  the  defendant,  not  by  the  prosecutor.  The  refer- 
ence in  the  1st  sect,  to  the  payment  of  costs  under  the  90ih 
sect,  is  not  repeated  in  the  2d  section,  but  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  was  obviously  to  allow  the  prosecutor  costs 
in  all  cases,  where  the  defendant  avails  himself  of  the  statute 
to  cure  any  defect  in  his  title. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.— I  think  an  application  to  discon- 
tinue should  have  been  made  to  the  Court  immediately  after 
the  passing  of  the  act,  by  one  side  or  the  other,  in  order  to 
give  us  the  jurisdiction  to  interpose  with  respect  to  costs. 
If  an  application  bad  been  made  by  the  prosecutor,  and  it 
had  appeared  that  the  remedial  provision  in  the  act  was  not 
relied  on  by  the  defendant  to  support  his  title,  we  should 
have  considered  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  provision 
of  the  20th  sect,  as  to  costs,  and  that  we  had  not  the  power 
to  grant  them.  We  have  certainly  no  power  now  to  dis- 
connect costs  from  the  judgment  which  has  been  given 
in  favour  of  the  defendant. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — Sect.  QO  is  badly  worded,  for  discon- 
tinuance on  payment  of  costs  would  mean,  in  ordinary  lan- 
guage, that  the  prosecutor,  who  had  commenced  the  pro- 
ceedings, should  pay  costs,  but  that  of  course  is  not  intended. 
The  act  itself  does  not  put  an  end  to  the  proceedings,  and 
the  term  ^'discontinuance"  seems  to  imply  that  something 
shall  be  done  by  one  side  or  the  other,  and,  I  think,  to  en* 
title  the  prosecutor  to  costs,  the  application  should  have 
been  made  to  the  Court  immediately  after  the  act  passed. 

Patteson  J. — ^The  Court  has  already  determined  that 
sect.  20  does  not  determine  proceedings  of  itself,  for  in 

(a)  Not  yet  reported. 
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189&        e? eiy  case  tbere  may  be  t  questioo,  wbetber  die  defect  in 

•l^-*^      ^^  election  is  toch  a  defect  as  is  cured  b?  the  statate. 
The  QucBB  ... 

«.  An  application,  therefore,  to  discontinue,  either  from  the 

J^'^  relator  or  the  defendant,  is  in  all  cases  necessaiy.  If  the 
relator  feels  that  the  objection  he  relies  upon  is  cured  by 
the  act  of  parliament,  it  is  very  easy  for  him  to  apply  to  the 
Court  for  discontinuance  of  the  proceedings,  on  payment 
of  costs  by  the  defendant.  It  is  easy  also  for  the  defend- 
ant to  apply  and  to  compel  the  relator  to  discontinue.  If 
neither  party  apply,  then  the  side  which  ultimately  suc- 
ceeds, when  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  election 
is  disposed  of,  must  have  his  costs,  for  it  is  always  open  to 
the  relator  to  contend  the  act  did  not  apply,  and  he  did  so 
contend  in  the  present  case. 

CoLBBiDGE  J. — By  the  words  of  the  clause,  the  discon- 
tinuance is  to  take  effect  upon  the  payment  of  costs,  which 
therefore  appears  to  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  dis- 
continuance. The  practical  question  is,  whether  the 
relator  might  have  made  this  application  at  an  earlier 
period,  for  if  he  might,  he  ought  to  have  done  so.  There 
is  no  doubt  he  might  have  applied  immediately  after  the 
passing  of  the  act,  for  though  it  is  objected  he  could  not 
know  whether  the  defendant  intended  to  rely  on  the  recent 
statute  or  not,  he  might  have  ascertained  that  by  making  the 
application. 

Rule  refused  (a). 

(a)  See  Regina  t.  RcUrU,  decided  in  Trinitj  term,  poti. 


The  QuEBN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  John's,  in 
Wednaday,  BbdwARDINB. 

A  settleroent    ON  appeal  against  an  order  of  justices  for  the  removal  of 
pauper,  who      Tkomas  Bfyan,  his  wife  and  children,  from  the  parish  of 

has  occupied    Upton-upon-Sevem,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  to  the 

a  tenement  f^Ji"         .  ^^      ▼  •  • 

a  ;jrear,  and       parish  of  St.  John,  m  Bedwardine,  in  the  same   county, 

paid  10/.  rent 

in  respect  of  it,  although  the  sum  of  6f.  for  tithes  has  been  paid  by  his  landlord. 
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the  sensions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  following         1838. 

case : — ^The  pauper,  Thomas  Bryan,  being  legally  settled  ^^  Queem 
in  the  parish  of  St.  John,  in  Bedwardine,  at  Michaelmas,  v. 

Qt    Tarn's 

\S99,  took  a  house  and  buildings,  two  gardens  and  an  or-  bbdwabdiiik. 
chard,  in  Upton-upon-Severn,  for  a  year,  of  one  Edward 
Perrins,  at  10/.,  the  landlord  agreeing  to  discharge  all  taxes 
and  payments  for  that  period.  Previously  to  entering  into 
this  arrangement,  Perrins  had  oflfered  the  premises  to  the 
pauper  for  Ql.,  the  latter  satisfying  the  taxes  and  payments, 
but  the  tenant  preferred  to  take  at  10/.,  upon  the  terms 
above  stated.  The  premises  were  occupied  for  a  year 
under  that  hiring,  and  the  sum  of  10/.  paid  to  the  landlord 
in  respect  of  them.  Under  the  head  of  payments,  the  land- 
lord satisfied  a  claim  for  tithes,  becoming  due  in  the  course 
of  the  year,  to  the  amount  of  65.  If  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion  that,  under  the  above  circumstances,  the  pauper 
Bryan  obtained  a  settlement  in  the  parish  of  Upton-upon« 
Severn,  then  the  order  of  removal  is  to  be  quashed  ;  but  if 
the  Court  shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  such  order  is  to  be 
confirmed. 

Wkitmore,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  No  settle- 
ment was  gained  in  this  case,  because  the  tithes  were  satisfied 
by  the  landlord,  so  that  in  effect  he  did  not  receive  10/.  for 
rent.  Rexy.Framlingham{a),  Rexy.Si.PauFs,  Deptford{b), 
and  Rex  v.  Thurmasion  (c),  have,  it  is  true,  decided  that  a 
settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  is  not  invalidated,  although 
the  landlord  pay  for  the  pauper  all  rates  and  taxes  charge- 
able upon  the  tenement.  But  the  payment  of  tithes  is 
distinguishable  in  its  character  from  payment  of  rates  and 
taxes.  Rates  and  taxes  fall  upon  the  land  only,  and  are 
quite  unconnected  with  personalty ;  whereas  tithes,  accord- 
ing to  Blackslone*B  definition  {d),  arise  partly  from  personal 
industry.  If  a  settlement,  therefore,  be  allowed  in  this  case, 
it  will  be  very  difficult  to  draw  the  line,  and  to  say  what 

(a)  Burr.   S.  C.  748.  j»  I  B.  &  Ad.  731. 

(6)  13  East,  3^.  (d)  9.  Bl.  Com.  34. 
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particular  kind  of  payments  only  may  be  made  for  the  ter 
nant,  without  affecting  his  right  of  settlement.  In  Res  v. 
ThurmastoH  (a).  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  says,  that  in  that 
case  the  benefit  conferred  on  the  tenant  was  in  its  nature 
connected  with  the  occupation,  but  that  in  cases  of  col- 
lateral benefit,  unconnected  with  the  occupation  of  the 
tenefnent,  there  might  be  ground  for  saying  that  the  house 
was  not  bonft  fide  rented  at  10/.  a-year.  Tithes  bear  fre»- 
quently  a  very  large  proportion  to  the  rent,  as  in  the  case 
of  garden  ground,  where  tithes  are  payable  in  the  ratio  of  its 
productiveness. 

W.  J.  Alexander,  contri.  Rates,  as  well  as  tithes,  are 
derived  partly  from  personal  industry,  because,  if  land  is 
unoccupied  and  uncultivated,  uo  rates  are  payable  in  respect 
of  it.  There  is  no  ground,  therefore,  for  the  distiopdon 
taken.  The  criterion  afforded  by  the  legislature  in  6  Geo.  4, 
c.  57,  explained  by  1  Will.  4,  c.  18,  is,  the  amount  which 
the  tenant  pays,  and  not  what  the  landlord  receives.  The 
6  Geo.  4  then  having  said  that  rent  shall  be  the  criteiioui  and 
Rex  V.  Thurmaston  (a)  having  decided  what  rent  is,  there 
is  an  end  of  this  question.  In  that  case  the  landlord  satis- 
fied the  levies  and  rates,  and  here,  the  taxes  and  payments ; 
but  in  both  cases  the  outgoings  so  satisfied  were  chargeable 
upon  the  tenement,  for  undoubtedly  tithes  are  so ;  so  that 
Lord  Tenterden^u  observations  about  collateral  benefits, 
unconnected  with  the  occupation,  do  not  apply. 

LiTTLPDALB  J.  (fi) — Tb^  settlement  has  been  gained  in 
this  case.  The  facts  are  not  distinguishable  from  Rex  v. 
Thurmaston  {a). 

Pattbson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  a  man 
rents  a  tithe-free  farm,  he  does  not  the  less  pay  rent  for  it. 

CoLBRiDOR  J.-^I  am  very  unwilling  to  introduce  any 


(a)  lB.&Ad.731. 


(b)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  in 
attendance  at  her  Majesty^  levee. 
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nice  distinctions  in  the  poor  laws*     Rex  v.  Thurmasiofi  (a)        1838. 

is  quite  in  point.  ^-^^v^*^ 

The  Queen 

Rule  absolute  for  quashing  the  order  of  sessions.    ^    ^'    , 

QSPWARDIN^. 

(a)  lB.&Ad.731. 


Thorn  v.  Sir  Charles  Abraham  Lesub,  Bart, 

(a  prisoner.)  anjune/oy, 

VTHE  defendant  having  come  up  on  a  former  day  in  this  i.  Where  the 

term  (April  26)  in  the  custody  of  the  Marshal  of  the  Mar-  S  ihJd^"" 

shalsea^  to  be  discharged  by  supersedeas,  Wordsworth,  for  fendantsurren- 

tbe  plaintiffi  appeared  to  oppose  his  discharge.    The  plain-  in  discbu^e  of 

tiff's  affidavit  set  out  that  the  cause  had  been  tried  at  the  third  his  bail  in  a 

.    .        .    •-.  gy      *  ft.  §ubRequent 

Sittings  m  Michaelmas  term,  18dO|  when  a  verdict  had  passed  vacation,  the 

for  the  plaintiff;  that  the  plaintiff  had,  up  to  December,  f^t^blckTo 

1837^  made  repeated  applications  to  the  defendant's  bail  to  the  preceding 

render  him,  but,  on  account  of  their  poverty,  had  taken  no  *^'™'  ,^^  ^^.^ 

proceedings  against  them.     It  then  stated  an  application  by  davit  of  notice 

the  defendant,  at  the  office  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  to  quired  to  be 

render  himself  in  December  last,  and  denied  that  the  plaintiff  ™<^de  by  Reg. 

had  ever  received  any  notice  of  the  defendant's  surrender;  may  be  made' 

and  Wordsworth  cxieA  i  ZViifs  Pr.  288,  (9th  ed.)  to  shew  the  J'/"yi|"*? 

,  .     ._,       ^  ''_,      _,  before  the  de- 

necessity  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff  s  attorney.    The  Court,  fendant  is 

on  the  application  of  the  prisoner,  postponed  the  case  till  ^^^tf^n" 

this  day,  that  he  might  provide  himself  with  counsel.     On 

April  £8th  the  prisoner  filed  an  affidavit  stating  that  he  had 

rendered  himself  in  discharge  of  his  bail  on  5th  December, 

1837,  and  that  he  had  given  notice  thereof  in  writing  to  the 

plaintiff's  attorney  (0). 

Humfrey  now  appeared  for  the  prisoner.     The  trial  in 
this  case  was  in  Michaelmas  term  1836.     According  there- 

(a)  A  point  was  made  whether     turned  entirely  on  the  facts  of  the 
the  notice  was  sufficient,  which     case. 

x2 


306  CAS£S  IN  THE  QUE£N*8  BENCH, 

1838.  fore  to  the  Reg.  Gen.  Hil.  2  Will.  4,  no.  85,  the  prisoner 
was  supersedable  unless  the  plaintiff  charged  the  defendant 
in  execution  within  two  terms  inclusive  after  his  surrender, 
which  was  in  Michaelmas  vacation.  A  surrender  in  vaca- 
tion, when  the  trial  was  in  term,  relates  back  to  the  pre- 
ceding term,  Neilt  v.  Lovelass  (a).  The  plaintiff,  therefore, 
ought  to  have  charged  him  in  execution  in  Hilary  term  last. 

Wordsworth  contrji*  Besides  a  notice  in  writing  of  a 
prisoner's  render,  the  rule  Trin.  1  Ami.  requires  that,  ''  the 
attorney  for  such  defendant  shall,  without  delay,  give  notice 
of  such  rendering  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  and  shall  make 
affidavit  thereof  before  the  bail  in  that  action  shall  be  filed 
or  discharged,  and  in  default  thereof  such  rendering  shall  be 
void.''  The  practice  of  the  Court  therefore,  and  the  terms 
of  this  rule,  require  the  affidavit  of  notice  to  be  made 
simultaneously  with  the  notice  itself,  and  as  that  was  not 
done  here,  the  render  is  void,  [Patteson  J.  The  words  of 
the  rule  only  require  the  affidavit  to  be  made  before  the  bail 
are  discharged ;  they  do  not  require  it  immediately  after  the 
render.  Coleridge  i.  In  the  original  Latin  rule  the  word 
is  *^  praestiterit ;"  the  translation  therefore,  *^  shall  make  affi- 
davit," is  incorrect.]  (6).  That  may  be  so,  but  in  practice  it 
is  always  considered  that  the  affidavit  should  be  made  at 
the  time.  Lepine  v.  Barratt  (c)  shews  the  consequence  of 
notice  of  render  not  being  given  to  the  bail.  The  second 
question  is,  whether  the  defendant  has  been  chaif;ed  in 
execution  within  two  terms.  By  the  rule  Hil.  26  Geo.  3, 
a  prisoner  is  entitled  to  be  dischai^ed  '^  in  case  of  a  sur- 
render in  discharge  of  bail,  after  trial  had,  or  unless  the 
plaintiff  shall  cause  the  defendant  to  be  charged  in  execution 

(a)  3  B.  Moore,  8.  Attorn'  pro  Quer',  &  prantitlt  sa- 

(6)  Trin.  1  Anne  <*Ordinatum  cramentumiiideprittsqaamBailMn 

est  qd'  ubi  aliquis  Defend'  in  all-  actione  ilia  fuit  affilat',  sen  exo- 

quft  actione  hie  in  Cur*  penden*  red-  nerat',  &  in  defectu  inde  talis  red- 

dit'  fuit  custod'  Mar'  hujua  Cur*  ditio  vacua  erit." — liuies  of  Court, 

in  exoneratione  manucapto*,  suor*,  1747.  Lintot, 
Attorn*  protali  defend'  indilnte  da-  (c)  8  T.  R.  929. 

bit    notitiam    de  tali    redditione 
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within  two  terms  next  after  such  surrender  and  the  notice  1838. 
thereof,  of  which  two  terms  the  term  wherein  such  sur- 
render shall  be  made  shall  be  taken  to  be  one."  But  in  Smith 
V.  Jeffreys  (a)  it  was  held,  that  when  the  surrender  was  in 
vacation,  after  verdict,  the  preceding  term  was  not  to  be 
reckoned  as  one.  The  surrender  here  was  in  vacation 
after  verdict.  [Patieson  J.  In  that  case  the  trial  was  in 
vacation,  and  the  render  then  ought  not  to  relate  back  to  a 
term  antecedent  to  the  trial ;  but  have  you  any  authority  to 
shew  that  when  the  trial  is  in  term,  the  render  in  a  subse- 
quent vacation  shall  not  relate  to  the  preceding  term  ?]  It 
is  submitted  that  the  rule  of  Court  (6)»  which  directs  that 
all  judgments  shall  be  entered  of  the  day  when  they  are 
signed^  points  out  that  a  render  also  shall  date  from  the  day 
on  which  it  takes  place. 

LiTTLBDALE  J.  (c) — I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. There  may  be  some  question  as  to  the  regularity 
of  the  notice  of  surrender,  but  altogether  I  think  it  will  do. 
Then  has  the  prisoner  been  charged  in  execution  within  two 
terms  of  his  render,  according  to  the  rule  Qd  Geo.  3  i  The 
question  simply  is,  whether,  when  the  render  is  in  vacation, 
the  trial  having  been  in  term,  it  is  to  be  considered  a  sur- 
render of  the  preceding  term.  In  practice  it  certainly  is  so; 
and  as  to  the  new  rule,  which  directs  judgments  to  be  en- 
tered of  the  day  when  they  are  signed,  it  neither  in  terms 
includes,  nor  ought  it  to  be  extended  in  equity  to,  the  pre- 
sent case. 

Patt£son  J. — The  rule  of  0,6  Geo.  3,  is  quite  decisive 
of  the  present  case,  unless  it  is  altered  by  some  subsequent 
rule.  It  is  contended  that  it  is  altered  by  the  analogy  of  the 
case  to  the  rule  of  Hil.  4  fFiVA  4,  as  to  signing  judgment, 
but  there  really  is  no  analogy  between  the  two  cases. 
This  is  not  like  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Jeffreys  (a),  where  the 
trial  was  in  vacation,  and  it  was  held  that  the  render  after 

(tf)  6  T.  R.  776i  (c)  Lord  Iknman  C  J.  was  absent. 

(6)  Reg.  Gen.  Hil.  4  WUl,  4,  no.  4. 
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verdict  was  not  to  relate  back  to  the  preceding  term.  I 
quite  agree  to  the  principle  of  that  case,  and  though  it  is 
true  that  Borer  ▼.  Baker  (a)  is  quite  the  other  way,  I  con- 
fess I  do  not  subscribe  to  thai  decision. 


Coleridge  J.  concurred. 


(a)  S  Dowl.  P.  C.  608. 
lb)  See  Basier  v.  Baileyj  3  M. 
&  W.  41 5|  which  was  decided  in 


Defendant  superseded  (6). 

this  term  on  the  autborky  of  Barer 
y.  Baker,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  608. 


Thur$day^  Brisco  V,  LoMAx  and  auother. 

May  3d. 

1.  On  an  issue  TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close, 
as  to  the  boon-        .,,.  ,..  .  ,.  i 

dary  between    <^d  destroying  and  Subvertnig  certain  posts  and  boundary 

manors  A.  and  gjones  there  lying.    Pleas:   I,  that  the  close  in  which  &c. 
B.,  It  IS  com-  if   -9  f 

petent  to  prove  was  not  the  close  of  the  defendant.  ^*  As  to  destroying 
daryVs^b^""'  the  posts,  a  traverse.  3.  As  to  all  the  trespasses,  except 
tween  manors  the  destroying  of  the  said  posts,  the  defendants  pleaded 
where  the'  ^^^'  ^^  locus  in  quo  had  been  from  time  immemorial 
within  and  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Rochdale,  and  that  the 
locus  in  quo  was  the  soil  and  freehold  of  one  James  Dear^ 
den,  lord  of  the  manor  of  Rochdale,  and  then  justified  as 
the  servants  of  the  said  James  Dearden,  Replication  to 
the  third  plea,  that  the  locus  iu  quo  was  not  at  the  several 
times  when  &c.  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Rochdale,  and  that 


nature  of  the 
latter  boun- 
dary, beinz  a 
ridge  of  hills, 
renders  it  pro- 
bable that  the 
same  line  is 
continued  on 
as  the  boun- 


the  contending  ^^  ^^^  "ot  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  said  James  Dearden. 

manors. 

^.  In  the  13  Car,  1,  a  commission  issued  out  of  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster,  re- 
citing that  the  lords  of  the  manors  of  A.  ond  C.  had  petitioned  the  crtm'n,  shewing  that 
the  boundaries  between  their  two  manors  were  uncenaiii,  and  (hat  suits  were  likely  to 
grow  thereout,  for  prevention  whereof  it  directed  the  commissioners  to  repair  to  the 
spot  and  impanel  a  jury  for  the  purpose  of  sotting  out  the  boundariee.  The  return  stated 
that  the  commissioners  had  inquired  into  the  matter,  being  attended  by  the  parties 
interested,  and  that  a  jury  of  the  body  of  the  county  had  been  sworn  to  inquire  and  true 
verdict  give  concemine  the  boundary,  ami  thereupon  the  commissioners  set  out  the 
boundary  by  marks  and  stones: — Held,  that  this  was  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a 
verdict  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  admissible  in  a  question  of 
manorial  boundary  where  reputation  was  admissible,  and  that  it  was  not  to  be  excluded 
on  the  ground  that  it  had  taken  place  pod  litem  motam,  or  because  it  did  not  appear 
that  any  decree  had  been  made. 
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At  the  Yorkshire  Summer  Assizes,  1836,  before  Pmrke 
B«^  it  appeared  that  the  question  in  dispute  between  the 
parties  was  as  to  the  right  to  a  large  tract  of  moor  lands  on 
the  hills  dividing  the  counties  of  Lancaster  and  York«  The 
plaintiff  claimed  as  a  copyholder  of  the  manor  of  Wakefieldi 
in  Yorkshire,  the  defendants  justified  as  servants  of  Mr. 
Dearden^  who  was  lord  of  the  manor  of  Rochdale  in  Lan- 
cashire* 

The  plaintiff,  in  opening  his  case,  undertook  to  prove 
that  the  boundary  line  of  the  manor  of  Rochdale  did  not 
include  the  tract  in  question,  but  that  it  was  within  the 
manor  of  Wakefield,  and  that  the  manor  of  Rishworth  was 
a  subinfeudation  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield.  The  manor 
of  Rochdale  is  bounded  on  its  eastern  boundary  by  the 
manor  of  Wakefield  towards  the  north-east,  and  by  the 
manor  of  Rishworth  towards  the  south-east;  and  the  plain- 
tiff proposed  to  prove  that  the  boundary  between  the  ma-» 
nors  of  Rishworth  and  Rochdale  was  a  natural  boundary 
formed  by  the  ridge  of  a  chain  of  hills,  running  nearly  north 
and  south,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  same  range 
formed  the  boundary  between  Rochdale  and  Wakefield; 
but  it  was  objected  that  such  boundary  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  boundary  between  the  manors  of  Wakefield  and 
Rochdale,  which  was  the  question  in  issue«  The  learned 
baron,  however,  admitted  the  evidence.  The  plaintiff  then 
tendered  in  evidence  an  examined  copy  of  a  commission 
and  return  deposited  in  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  OiRce* 
The  commission,  bearing  date  1  July,  I6d7f  (13  Car.  1,) . 
issued  from  the  crown  in  right  of  the  duchy,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ascertaining  the  boundaries  between  the  manors  of 
Rishworth  and  Rochdale.  This  evidence  was  objected  to, 
on  the  ground  that  even  if  the  question  had  been  between 
lords  of  the  same  manors  which  were  the  subject  of  the 
commission,  it  would  have  been  inadmissible,  much  more 
as  between  the  parties  to  this  action,  and  Richards  v. 
Bamii  (fl)  and  Rogers  v«  Wood  {b)  were  cited.   The  learned 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  657.  (h)  3  B.  ft  Ad.  945» 
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baron  received  this  evidence  also  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
a  proceeding  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  respecting 
boundaries  of  manors  in  which  the  public  have  an  interest, 
and  on  the  authority  of  Tooker  v.  Dake  of  Beaufort  {a), 
and  the  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  commission  of  13  Car.  I,  was  directed  to  eight  com- 
missioners, and  recited  that  Sir  William  Sauill,  Bart,  and 
Sir  John  Bji/ron,  Knight  of  the  Bath,  had  made  their  humble 
petition  to  Edward  Lord  Newburgike,  Chancellor  of  our 
Duchy  of  Lancaster,  shewing  thereby,  that  **  whereas  Sir  TFiY- 
liam  SavilFs  manor  of  Rishworlh,  in  the  county  of  Yorke, 
and  the  lands,  wastes  and  commons  thereof,  are  adjacent 
and  borderhig  upon  Sir  John  Byron's  manor  of  Rochdale 
and  Butterworth,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  upon 
divers  of  the  lands,  wastes  and  commons  of  the  said  Sir 
John  Byron  within  his  said  manor  and  parish  of  Rochdale 
respectively,  the  boundaries  whereof  being  uncertain,  suits 
are  likely  to  grow  between  the  said  parties  and  their  tenants, 
for  prevention  whereof  the  said  Chancellor,  taking  the  pre* 
mises  into  due  consideration,  and  willing  and  myndinge  the 
boundaries  thereof  may  be  discovered  and  made  known, 
has  assigned  and  appointed  you  8cc.  to  repair  yourselves 
to  the  said  manor,  lands  and  premises,  or  to  any  other  place 
or  places  to  you  seeming  meet,  and  there  to  call  before  you 
the  parties  interested  in  the  said  manors,  lands  and  pre* 
mises,  and  to  search  out  the  true  metes  and  boundaries  of 
the  said  manor"  &c.,  and  authorizing  the  sheriff  of  York  to 
impanel  a  jury  for  the  above  purposes. 

A  return  was  made  to  the  said  commission,  setting  out 
that  the  parties  interested  came  and  were  attended  by  their 
agents  or  solicitors,  and  that  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  York 
caused  to  come  before  the  commissioners  a  jury  of  good 
and  sufficient  freeholders  of  the  said  county,  who  were 
sworn  to  inquire  and  true  verdict  give  concerning  the  boun- 
daries between  the  said  manors,  and  thereupon  the  commis- 
sioners  set  out  the  boundaries  between  the  said  manors  with 
stoneS;  mounds  and  other  notorious  marks, 
(a)  ]  Burr.  146. 
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Mr.  DeardcM,  on   whose  title    tlie    defendants   rested,  i838. 

claimed  through  Sir  John  Byron.  ^^'^^^ 

The  boundary  thus  set  out  was  that  of  the  line  of  descent  v, 

of  the  rain  water  from  the  summit  of  the  hills.  d^^'^be 

Coliman,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1836,  had  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground,  1st,  that  the  plaintiflf 
was  not  at  liberty  to  give  evidence  of  the  boundary  of  Rish- 
worth  in  a  question  between  Rochdale  and  Wakefield ;  and, 
£d,  that  the  commission  and  return  were  not  evidence,  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield  having  been  no  party  to  it, 
and  he  cited  Richards  y.Bassett  {a)  and  Rogers  v.  Wood(Jb). 

Cresswell  (with  whom  were  Starhie  aud  Addison)  now    First  point : 

shewed  cause.    The  issue  raised  on  this  record  was  as  to  ^^^^  HJIf *^'^" 

the  boundary  of  the  manor  of  Rochdale.    It  was  competent  boundarjr  of 

therefore  to  the  plaintiff  to  shew  what  that  boundary  was.  eluding  the 

He  was  not  compelled  to  commence  tracing  out  the  boun-  ^9^^? '"  H"^» 

1  .        ,.  ,1  T  the  boundary 

dary  at  the  spot  where  the  disputed   tract  lay.     It  was  of  the  manor 

proved  that  the  manor  of  Rish worth  was  a  subinfeudation  p^^  from^'l!e 
of  the  manor  of  Wakefield,  but  putting  that  out  of  the  locus  in  quo 
question,  the  boundary  of  Rochdale  being  in  dispute,  the  ^^^^^ 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  shew  what  the  boundary  of  Roch- 
dale was  as  related  to  Rishworth,  and  if  that  boundary  were 
a  natural  one  marked  by  the  ridge  of  hills  which  continued 
on  towards  Wakefield,  the  inference  arose  that  this  was  the 
boundary  of  Rochdale  as  related  to  Wakefield  also.  If  the 
plaintiff  had  proved  a  perambulation  of  Rochdale  by  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  it  would  not  have  been  compulsory  on 
him  to  commence  at  the  locus  in  quo ;  but  what  difference 
is  there  between  that  evidence  which  is  the  admission  of  the 
lord  and  a  perambulation  of  Rishworth,  which  is  adverse 
and  admitted  by  the  lord  ?  It  is  not  contended  that  the 
natural  boundary  could  be  followed  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
manor  of  Rochdale,  where  the  lord  would  have  no  interest 
to  guard  against  encroachments;  but  in  this  case   Rish- 

(a)  10  B.  &  C.  C57.  {b)  3  B.  &  Ad.  345. 
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worth  was  a  subiDfeudation  of  the  manor  of  Wakefield, 

and  therefore  the  question,  which  was  raised  in  argumeot, 

in  Stanley  ▼«  While  {a),  does  not  arise,  viz.  that  there  is  no 

connection  shewn  between  the  boundaries  of  Rishworth 

and  Wakefield. 

Second  }x)int:      II.  The  cooimisaion  and  return  were  receivable  in  evi- 

from  the  dence,  Mr*  Dearden  being  privy  in  estate  with  Sir  John 

Duchy  Court    Byron*    In  a  case  tried  at  Durham  as  to  a  modus  in  the 

of  Lancaster  . 

to  ascertun      parish  of  Cockermouth,  the  prmcipal  evidence  conristed  m 

the  boundary    g^i^^  depositions  in  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  200 

of  the  manors  '^  , 

of  Rochdale     years  previously,   between  the  vicar  and  one  of  his  pa« 

worth  and  the  ''i^l^ioD^r^  9  ^be  libel  and  answer  could  not  be  found,  but 
return  thereto,  the  depositions  were  received,  on  the  ground  of  the  suit 
being  substantially  between  the  same  parties.  Richards  v. 
Basseit  (6)  is  wholly  distinguishable  from  the  present  case  ^ 
there  a  mere  private  right  was  in  issue,  and  it  was  held  that 
a  presentment  of  the  homage  as  to  the  wastes  of  the  manor 
was  not  receivable.  This  must  have  been  on  the  ground 
that  reputation  was  not  receivable,  for  otherwise  the  decla- 
ration*  of  the  homage  wot^Id  have  been  receivable  as  evi- 
dence of  reputation*  But  NicholU  v*  Parker  (c)  establiahea 
the  rule  that  reputation  is  evidence  as  to  the  boundary  be« 
tween  manors.  [Paiteson  J.  In  Richards  v.  BautU{b)f 
the  chief  ground  of  decision  wat,  that  it  was  poU  litem 
maiamJ]  There  was  no  lis  mota  in  this  case.  The  pro- 
ceedings were  gone  into  with  consent  of  the  parties*  At 
all  events  it  was  not  the  present  lis,  and  verdicts  whidi 
are  admissible  as  reputation,  (Reed  v.  Jackson (d)^  muat 
always  be  post  litem  motam.  Besides,  both  these  manors 
were  parcel  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster,  the  crown  there* 
fore  was  interested  in  them.  [Coleridge  J.  Putting  the 
consent  of  the  parties  out  of  the  question,  it  is  competent 
to  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  issue  commissions  to  ascertain 
the  boundaries  of  manors.  In  1  MaddocKs  Principles 
and  Practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  it  is  laid  down  that 

(a)  U  East,  333.  (c)  14  East,  331,  n. 

(6)  10  B.  &  C.  657.  {d)  1  East,  355. 
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**  the  granting  of  commissions  to  ascertain  boundaries  is  a 
very  ancient  branch  of  equitable  jurisdiction."  The  learned 
baron  appears  to  have  admitted  the  document  as  in  the 
nature  of  a  verdict.] 

Starkie,  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped  bj  the  Court, 

Akxander  and  TofnUmon,  contrd.  The  issue  raised  by  First  point. 
the  third  plea  is  not  as  to  the  whole  of  the  boundary  of 
Rochdale,  but  only  as  to  so  much  of  it  as  is  connected 
with  the  locus  in  quo.  The  plaintiff  therefore  was  not 
entitled  to  go  to  a  distant  part  of  the  manor  quite  uncon- 
nected with  the  dispute.  IL  Even  if  evidence  was  admis*  Second  point. 
sible  as  to  the  boundary  between  Rishworth  and  Rochdale^ 
the  commission  was  not  admissible  on  several  grounds. 
First,  all  the  proceedings  on  which  the  commission  issued 
were  between  different  parties^  namely,  the  lords  of  Rish- 
worth and  Rochdale ;  and  even  between  them  it  would  not 
have  been  evidence,  for  it  was  not  a  final  proceeding.  The 
object  of  the  two  lords  was  to  obtain  a  decree,  which 
never  appears  to  have  been  made.  If  a  decree  had  been 
obtained,  it  would  not  have  been  evidence  against  the 
plaintiff.  Doe  v.  Earl  of  Derby  (a) ;  and  therefore  cannot 
be  evidence  for  him.  Richards  v.  Ba$$eit  (6),  also  shews 
that  an  imperfect  instrument  like  this  is  not  receivable. 
Secondly,  that  case  also  shews  that  the  document  was  not 
receivable  as  an  award,  as  there  clearly  was  no  submission, 
or  if  there  were,  there  is  no  rule  of  Court  to  make  it 
binding,  which  exposes  the  document  to  the  objection 
already  urged.  Thirds  the  commission  is  not  receivable,  be- 
cause, as  in  Richardi  v.  Bassett  (b),  it  was  post  litem  moiam* 
{PaiiesoHf  J.  The  answer  to  that  is,  that  it  is  not  tendered 
as  evidence  of  reputation ;  suppose  an  action  were  brought 
and  tried  between  A*  and  B.  touching  a  right  that  came  is 
issue  in  another  suit  between  C.  and  D.p  no  doubt  that 
verdict  and  judgment  would  be  evidence,  but  not  as  reputa^^ 

(o)  1  A.  &  E.  783.  (6)  10  B.  ft  C.  WT. 
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1838.        tion,  because  reputation  must  proceed  from  some  person 
conversant  with  the  fact,  whereas  the  judgment  is  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.]     In  that  case  the  judgment  would  be 
as  it  were  tit  rem.     Here  a  jury  are  brought  from  the  body 
of  the  county  of  York,  who  have  no  knowledge  whatever  on 
the  subject,  and  therefore  any  verdict  or  declaration  of 
their's  is  deprived  of  any  weight  which  it  would  be  en- 
titled to  if  they  had  any  personal  knowledge  of  the  matter. 
In  Rogers  v.  Wood  (a),  where  a  document,  purporting  to 
be  the  decree  of  the  Lord  High  Treasurer  and  other  officers, 
was  sought  to  be  put  in  as  evidence  of  reputation.  Lord 
Tenierden  C.  J.,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  held 
it  to  be  inadmissible,  because  **  declarations  can  only  be 
evidence  when  made  by  those  who  have  personal  knowledge 
of  the  fact."    The  high  officers  who  formed  the  Court  in 
that  case  had  more  opportunity  of  informing  themselves 
of  the  facts  on  which  the  decree  proceeded  than  jurors 
summoned  from  the  county  at  large.    The  rule  as  to  what 
evidence  is  receivable  post  litem  motam,  has  been  modified 
since  the  case  of  Nicholh  v.  Parker  (6),  where  the  declara- 
tions of  old  persons  were  received  as  to  the  boundary  be- 
tween two  manors,  although  the  boundary  was  in  dispute 
at  the  time.     In  Rex  v.  Cotton  (c)  and  the  case  of  The 
Berkeley  Peerage  (d),  a  different  rule  prevailed.     It  was 
there  held  that  lis  mota  did  not  mean  merely  the  commence- 
ment of  the  law  suit,  but  the  time  when  the  dispute  actually 
arose.    The  rule  laid  down  in  1  PhilL  on  £v.  229,  (6th  ed.) 
is  as  follows : — **  If  declarations  are  made  on  a  subject  in 
dispute  after  the  commencement  of  a  suit,  or  after  a  contro^ 
versy  preparatory  to  one,  they  ought  not  to  be  received  in 
evidence."    Mr.  Phillips  adds,  that  the  same  rule  applies 
equally  to  depositions  relating  to  manorial  customs,  although 
if  a  different  custom  is  contested  in  two  different  suits,  as  in 
Freeman  y.Phillipps{e)i  the  depositions  in  the  former  are  not 

(o)  2  B.  &  Ad.  345.  {d)  4  Camp.  401. 

(6)  14  East,  331,  d.  (e)  4  M.  &  S.  486. 

(c)  3  Camp.  444. 
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considered  as  made  post  litem  motam.  The  little  value  of 
evidence  of  reputation  was  very  forcibly  urged  by  Lord 
Ellenborough  C.  J.,  in  Weeks  v.  Sparke  (a),  but  it  amounts 
to  nothing  when  it  dates  after  controversies  have  sprung  up. 
It  may  be  said  that  the  commission  is  tendered  more  as  a 
verdict  qu&  reputation,  than  as  reputation.  But  there  is 
no  proof  that  the  verdict  was  ever  acquiesced  in ;  there  is 
no  judgment  or  decree  founded  on  it.  It  is  therefore  more 
like  a  verdict  on  a  feigned  issue.  The  rule  as  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  a  verdict  is  thus  laid  down  in  4  BuU.  N.  P. 
234 : — *^  A  verdict  will  not  be  admitted  in  evidence  without 
likewise  producing  a  copy  of  the  judgment  founded  upon 
it,  because  it  may  happen  that  the  judgment  was  arrested  or 
a  new  trial  granted ;  but  this  rule  does  not  hold  in  the  case 
of  a  verdict  on  an  issue  directed  out  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, because  it  is  not  usual  to  enter  up  judgment  in  such 
case ;  and  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  equally 
proof  that  the  verdict  was  satisfactory  and  stands  in  force." 
That  passage  shews  the  decree  ought  to  have  been  pro- 
duced. Tooker  v.  The  Duke  of  Beaufort  (jb),  on  the  autho- 
rity of  which  this  document  was  admitted,  is  very  loosely 
reported,  and  the  proceedings  there  appear  to  have  been 
final. 
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and  another. 


LiTTLBDALE  J.(e) — On  the  question  whether  this  com-  Second  point, 
mission  and  return  were  admissible  in  evidence,  the  case  of 
Tooker  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort  (b),  on  the  authority  of  which 
the  learned  baron  admitted  it,  is  very  much  in  point.  It  is 
always  competent  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  issue  com- 
missions to  ascertain  the  boundaries  of  manors :  it  therefore 
must  also  be  competent  to  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster, 
when  the  manors  are  within  that  duchy.  This  commission 
appears  to  have  been  so  issued;  and  an  inquisition  was 
thereupon  held  upon  it  by  the  sheriff  of  York  and  a  jury  of 
that  county.    It  is  true  that  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been 


(a)  1  M.  &  S.  679. 
{h)  1  Borr.  146, 


(c)  Lord  Denman  C.J.  was  ab- 
sent. 
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18S8.         followed  up  by  any  decree  of  the  Dochy  Court,  which 

perhaps  ought  to  be  the  case  to  make  it  conclu$ive  between 

the  parties.     But  I  think  it  was  evidence  between  the  lords 

f^x^^       of  the  manors  of  Rishworth  and  Rochdale ;  and  if  etidence 
and  anocbar* 

as  between  them,  it  was  also  evidence  between  the  lords  of 

Wakefield  and  Rochdale.  I  do  not  put  it  on  the  gronnd  of 
reputation  simply,  but  it  bears  this  analogy,  that  where  re- 
putation is  evidence,  a  verdict  is  admissible.  Now,  as  to 
boundaries  of  manors,  it  is  clear  that  reputation  is  admissi- 
ble ;  and  in  Reed  v.  Jachion  (0),  where  a  verdict  vras  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  to  negative  a  right  of  way,  Lawrence  J. 
said, — ^  Reputation  would  have  been  evidence  as  to  the 
right  of  way  in  this  case,  d  fortiori  therefore  the  findmg  of 
twelve  men  upon  their  oath."  But  it  is  objected  that,  as  in 
the  analogous  case  of  reputation,  the  evidence  was  inadmia- 
sible,  because  there  was  a  lis  tnoia,  which  induces  parties 
to  make  declarations  under  a  bias,  and  that  iu  like  manner 
the  witnesses,  on  whose  testimony  the  verdict  is  founded, 
mutt  be  influenced.  This,  however,  was  not  a  case  in 
which  there  were  any  suits  or  lis  moia.  It  appears  from 
the  commission,  that  it  issued  in  order  to  prevent  any  thing 
of  the  kind  occurring.  I  therefore  think  that  it  was  admis- 
sible, on  an  issue  as  to  boundary  between  Rochdale  and 
Rishworth. 
First  point.  If  then  the  boundary  between  these  two  manors  is  shewn 

to  be  a  natural  boundary,  and  a  question  arises  as  to  the 
boundary  of  one  of  these  manors  and  an  adjoining  one,  I 
think  the  evidence  was  admissible  to  enable  the  jury  to 
say  whether  a  continuation  of  that  natural  boundary,  proved 
to  exist  between  the  two  former,  is  not  the  boundary  also 
between  the  two  latter  manors.  On  any  question  whether 
a  piece  of  waste  land  belongs  to  the  adjoining  field,  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  shew  what  has  been  done  all  along 
the  neighbouring  boundary  of  the  waste.  This  prmciple 
has  been  perhaps  extended  in  a  late  case  in  the  Common 
Pleas  (6);  but  it  clearly  operates  here  to  permit  the  following 

(o)  1  East;  S55.  (6)  Doe  ?.  Kemp,  7  Bing^.  399. 
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of  the  boundary  line  of  Rochdale;  and  whether  that  boun-        1838. 

dary  was  continued  on  in  the  same  line  as  indicated  by  a      ^-^^^^^ 
......  .      ^      .     .  Brisco 

natural  divisioui  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  «. 

LoifAK 

.        ,  and  another. 

Pattbson  J.-^-The  first  question  is,  whether  evidence 

was  receivable  as  to  the  boundary  between  Rishworth  and  ^'"^'^  P®*"*- 
Roebdale.  The  admissibility  cannot  be  put  on  the  ground 
of  Rishworth  havbg  been  once  a  part  of  the  manor  of 
Wakefield,  because  the  evidence  applied  to  a  time  subse- 
quent to  the  subinfeudation.  But  it  was  in  evidence  that 
the  manor  of  Rishworth  abutted  on  Rochdale;  and  it  is 
difficult  to  say  on  what  ground  evidence  of  the  boundary  of 
Jlochdale  in  that  direction  can  be  excluded.  The  question 
was  well  illustrated  by  the  instance  of  a  perambulation ;  if 
that  had  been  attempted  to  be  shewn,  it  would  have  been 
competent  to  the  parties  to  prove  it,  by  commencing  at  any 
spot  of  the  boundary  of  Rochdale.  I  therefore  think  the 
plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  commence  where  he  chose  with 
the  boundary  of  Rochdale,  continuing  it  up  to  the  locus  in 
quo. 

The  second  question  is  more  difficult ;  but  it  is  nearly  Second  point. 
impossible  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Tooker  v.  The  Duke 
of  Beaufort  (a).  It  is  difficult  to  say  that  this  commission 
was  admissible  as  reputation,  because  the  freeholders,  being 
drawn  at  large  from  the  county  of  York,  could  have  no  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  subject;  but  that  objection  would 
apply  to  all  verdicts.  The  verdicts  are  not  by  themselves 
evidence  of  reputation ;  but  where  reputation  is  admissible 
in  evidence,  verdicts  are  also.  This  perhaps  can  hardly  be 
taken  to  be  a  verdict  between  the  parties  interested,  but  I 
think  it  is  a  record  of  proceedings  of  such  a  public  nature 
as  makes  it  admissible,  on  the  authority  of  Tooker  v.  Duke 
of  Beaufbriia). 

CoLBRiDOB  J.«— I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     It  is  a  fieil-  First  point. 
lacy  to  contend  that  because  the  issue  was  as  to  the  boun- 

(fl)  1  Burr.  146. 
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Brisco 

v. 

LOMAX 

and  another. 
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dary  between  Rochdale  and  Wakefield^the  boundary  between 
Rochdale  and  Rishworth  could  not  come  in  question. 
Some  facts  are  tendered  with  a  view  of  proving  directly  the 
matter  in  issue ;  others  as  ancillary  thereto ;  but  any  ancil- 
lary facts  are  admissible  in  proof,  which  tend  to  prove  the 
main  issue.  In  a  late  case  in  this  Court,  the  issue  was  as 
to  the  boundary  of  a  tenement ;  but  when  it  was  proved 
that  the  boundary  in  question  was  identical  with  the  boun- 
dary of  a  hamlet,  we  held  that  reputation  as  to  the  latter 
was  receivable  (a).  So  in  this  case,  if  light  could  be  thrown 
on  the  question  as  to  boundary  between  Rochdale  and 
Wakefield,  by  shewing  what  the  boundary  was  between 
Rochdale  and  Rishworth,  it  would  be  admissible.  Many 
cases  may  be  put,  in  which  the  greatest  assistance  would  be 
obtained  from  such  evidence.  Suppose  an  arm  of  the  sea 
divided  the  manors  of  A.  and  B.,  and  the  boundary  between 
A.  and  C,  an  adjoining  manor  to  B.,  were  in  question, — if  it 
were  shewn  that  the  same  arm  of  the  sea  continued  between 
A.  and  C,  it  might  render  it  in  the  highest  degree  improba- 
ble that  any  other  boundary  existed.  So  also  in  the  present 
case,  the  direction  of  natural  boundary  along  the  ridge  of 
hills,  might  afford  the  jury  the  strongest  reason  for  sup* 
posing  that  it  separated  Rochdale  from  Wakefield  as  well 
as  from  Rishworth. 
Second  point.  Assuming  then  the  first  point,  that  it  was  competent  to 
prove  the  collateral  fact  as  to  the  boundary  between  Roch- 
dale and  Rishworth,  was  the  evidence  to  prove  that  fact 
rightly  admitted  ?  The  document  tendered  was  a  commis- 
sion issuing  from  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster,  There 
can  be  no  doubt  that  reputation  is  admissible  to  prove  the 
boundaries  of  manors,  and  that  verdicts  are  evidence  where 
reputation  is  admissible.  This  observation  disposes  of 
Doe  v.  Earl  of  Derby  (b),  for  in  all  cases  of  tolls,  highways, 
customs,  See,  where  verdicts  are  admissible,  the  verdicts 
have  been  between  third  parties,  and  no  question  of  recipro* 


(a)  Thomat  v.  Jenkins,  1  N.  & 
P.  687. 


(6)  1  A.  &  E.  r83. 
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city  could  arise.  The  objection  made  of  there  having  been 
no  decree,  would  apply  if  the  verdict  had  been  put  in  as 
conclusive  between  the  parties,  but  it  is  only  put  in  as  a  v. 

verdict  in  a  case  where  reputation  is  admissible.  The  re-  ^^^  another. 
maining  question  is, — does  it  amount  to  a  verdict,  or  is  it 
only  the  unauthorized  declaration  of  a  number  of  men 
having  no  jurisdiction  on  the  subject?  When  I  look  at  the 
terms  of  the  commission,  and  the  power  which  the  Court  of 
Chancery  has  to  issue  these  commissions,  I  think  it  must 
be  taken  as  the  proceedings  of  a  court  having  competent 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter ;  and  if  so,  it  was  re- 
ceivable as  relevant  to  the  issue,  and  as  a  verdict  in  a  case 
where  reputation  is  receivable. 

Rule  discharged, 


ROUTLBDOE  V.  RamSAY.  Saturday, 

May  5th. 

Assumpsit  on  a  promissory  note  for  goods  sold  and  Thedefend- 
delivered,  and  on  an  account  stated.      Pleas  :  1 .  Statute  of  cation  for  pay- 
Limitations  ;  2.  Payment  in  accord  and  satisfaction.    At  the  ^^^^  ^^*j  , 
trial  at  the  Cumberland  Summer  Assizes,  \S36,  before  Cole-  over  to  the 
ridge  J.,  the  plaintiff  put  in  a  promissory  note  of  the  de-  tofn^book^*^" 
fendant  for  40/.  dated  7th  January,  1828,  and  relied  upon  debts  due  to 
the  following  acknowledgment  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  the  following 

statute,  which  acknowledg- 

ment  in  writ- 

[After  enumerating  debts  due  from  persons  named  to  the  ^?^'T"^  ^^^^ 
defendant,  amounting  to  47 1.  14s.  7^.]  concluded  thus :      counts  to  you ; 
"  Mr.  Jos.  Routkdge. — I  give  the  above  accounts  to  collect  tliem, 
you,  so  you  must  collect  them  and  pay  yourself,  and  you  «ndyo|>and 

and  me  will  be  clear.  John  Ramsay.**      clear:**— Held, 

thiit  this  was 
It  was  contended  for  the  defendant^  that  this  was  only  a  no  bar  to  the 

conditional  acknowledgment,   and  therefore  not  sufficient  niiuitions  for 

though  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  debt,  no  general  promise  to  pay  could  be  inferred  from  it,  but 
merely  a  promise  to  pay  in  one  particular  manner. 

Semble.  JPer  Patteton  J. — A  promise  to  pay  may  be  inferred  from  a  general  acknow- 
ledgment. 

VOL.  III.  Y 


ROUTLEDGE 
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1838.         to  support  the  issue  on  the  first  plea.    The  learned  judge 
reserved  the  point,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 
V.  '^^        W,  H*  Watson  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit 
Ramsay,      j^  ^^  ensuing  Michaelmas  term«  on  the  authority  ot  Whippy 
V.  Hillary  (a), 

Knmoles  now  shewed  cause.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  letter  of  the  defendant  was  not  an  unconditional  acknow- 
ledgment of  the  debt.  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  when  a 
debt  is  established  against  the  defendant,  any  general  evi- 
denoe  of  an  acknowledgment  of  a  debt  is  sufficient  to  bar 
the  statute.  In  Baillie  v.  Lord  Inchiquin  (&),  Lord  Kentfon 
held  the  following  letter  of  a  defendant,  in  answer  to  an 
application  for  payment,  to  be  a  sufficient  acknowledgment : 

''  I  received  your  letter,  and  beg  to  refer  you  to  my 
trustee,  Mr.  H,  Wall,  of  Paper  Buildings,  on  this  compli- 
cated business.  I  should  be  glad  to  be  informed  how  you 
have  settled  it  with  Lord  Cork.'* 

The  principle  of  that  decision  is,  that  when  there  is  a  ge- 
neral acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  the  law  implies  a  pro- 
mise to  pay.  If  in  the  acknowledgment  there  is  only  a 
conditional  promise  to  pay,  then  another  rule  prevails,  viz. 
that  there  is  no  room  for  inferring  a  general  promise,  where 
the  parties  have  themselves  expressed  a  conditional  one,  on 
the  principle  of  expressum  cessare  facit  tacitum.  This  was  the 
ground  of  the  decision  in  Tanner  v.  Smart  {c).  The  present 
case  is  clearly  a  general  acknowledgment,  with  no  condition 
annexed  or  implied.  The  defendant  hands  over  his  book 
debts  to  the  plaintiff,  and  tells  him  to  pay  himself,  which  is 
equivalent  to  saying  "  there  is  so  much  money  of  mine 
lying  at  the  bankers,  and  here  is  an  authority  to  draw  it  out." 
It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  latter  case  is  a  conditional 
acknowledgment,  but  wherein  does  it  differ  from  the  pre- 
sent ?  Whippy  V.  Hillary  (a),  which  was  cited  for  the  rule 
nisi,  has  no  analogy  with  the  present  case.  The  acknow- 
ledgment there  did  not  make  the  defendant  chargeable,  but 

(tf)  3  B.  &  Ad.  399.  (c)  2  M.  &  R.  96;    6  B.  &  C. 

(6)  1  Esp.  435,  003. 
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the  tru8tee,  to  whom  it  referred  for  payment.     In  this  case,         18S8. 
no  other  person  than  the  defendant  is  referred  to,  and  the      ^'^\^^ 
whole  effect  of  the  letter  is  to  acknowledge  the  debt  gene-  9. 

rally,  and  to  designate  a  fund  out  of  which  it  may  be  paid.  Ramsav. 
It  would  be  a  very  forced  construction  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  of  debtors,  to  say,  that  he  only  agreed  to  pay,  if 
the  plaintiff  collected  the  debts.  In  Dodson  v.  Mackay  (a), 
where  there  was  a  general  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  but 
a  term  referring  to  a  contingency  for  payment,  this  Court  held, 
that  it  was  not  a  conditional  acknowledgment,  although  the 
Court  granted  a  rule  on  another  point.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
We  granted  a  rule  for  the  purpose  of  considering  Dickinson 
V.  Hatfield (b),  in  which  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  held,  that  a 
general  acknowledgment,  without  specifying  the  amount  of 
the  debt,  is  not  suflScient.  The  rule  was  not  afterwards 
brought  on;  but  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Lechmere  v. 
Fletcher  {c),  it  was  decided  that  the  amount  might  be  sup- 
plied by  parol  evidence.]  In  Dabbs  v.  Humphries  {d)  the 
question  of  a  conditional  acknowledgment  was  discussed, 
and  though  the  case  is  not  quite  in  point,  it  serves  to  shew 
that  it  is  not  because  an  acknowledgment  refers  to  a  parti- 
cular mode  of  payment,  that  it  is  to  be  held  conditional . 

fV.  H.  Watson  contrd,  was  not  called  upon  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — Whippy  v.  Hillary  (e)  is  expressly 
in  point  here.  In  all  the  cases  of  this  kind  there  has  been 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  and  the  question  has  been, 
whether  such  an  acknowledgment  amounts  to  a  promise  to 
pay.  In  this  case  the  defendant  makes  no  such  promise, 
but  hands  the  plaintiff  over  a  parcel  of  debts,  which  he  says 
will  make  him  clear.  That  clearly  is  only  an  offer  to  pay 
in  a  particular  manner.  With  regard  to  Baillie  v.  Lord 
luchiquin  {f)j  where  the  defendant's  letter  referring  for  pay- 
ment to  his  trustee,  was  held  a  sufficient  acknowledgment, 

(a)  4  N.  &  M.  327.  {d)  10  Bing.  446. 

(6)  5  C.  &  P.  4e.  (e)  3  B.  ft  Ad.  B90. 

(c)  1  C.  &  M.  6«3.  If)  1  Esp.  435, 
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it  must  be  taken  to  be  expressly  overruled  by  Whippy  v« 

ROUTLEDGE  ^  \    J' 

V, 

Ramsay.  Littledale  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  letter, 
no  doubts  is  so  far  an  acknowledgment,  that  it  does  not  deny 
the  debt — but  it  is  not  every  acknowledgment  that  amouiita 
to  a  promise.  AH  that  the  letter  does  is  to  admit  the  debt, 
and  to  state  '^  you  may  pay  yourself  out  of  these  accounts, 
if  you  can  Y* 

Patteson  J. — I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  general 
acknowledgment  of  a  debt,  without  moref  may  not  raise  a 
promise  to  pay  now,  as  it  did  before  the  late  statute  (&)• 
But  whenever  any  thing  more  is  added  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment, it  must  be  taken  into  consideration.  More  is  added 
liere«  and  on  examination  it  clearly  appears  that  the  defend- 
ant only  intended  to  pay  the  debt  out  of  the  accounts  he 
handed  over,  and  not  to  make  himself  generally  chargeable : 
it  is  therefore  quite  within  Whippy  v.  Hillary  (a).  I  am  not 
aware  whether,  in  that  case,  BaiUie  v.  Lord  Inchiquin  {c) 
was  brought  before  the  notice  of  the  Court,  but  it  must  be 
recollected,  that  BaiUie  v.  Lord  Inchiquin  was  before  Lord 
Teriterden*3  act. 

Coleridge  J. — It  must  be  admitted,  that  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  a  debt  does  not  amount  to  a  promise  to  pay, 
but  is  only  evidence  from  which  it  may  be  inferred.  The 
whole  acknowledgment,  therefore,  must  be  looked  at,  and 
this  brings  the  case  within  Whippy  v.  Hillary  (a).  There 
the  defendant  referred  for  payment  to  the  trustee,  in  whose 
hands  his  affairs  were  placed ;  in  this  case  the  defendant 
handed  over  certain  accounts,  out  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
to  pay  himself,  but  it  is  evident  that  in  neither  instance 
did  the  defendant  intend  to  charge  himself  generally. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  3  B.  8c  Ad.  399.  (c)  J  £sp.  435. 

(6)  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14. 


EASTER  TER&ly    I  VICT. 


The  Queen  r.  To KE,  Clerk,  and  another.  AWcy, 

Alajf  7  th, 

E.  PERRY,  ill  Hilary  term  last,  had  obtained  a  rule.  An  order  of 

•calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  a  certiorari  the  county  of 

should  not  be  granted  to  remove  the  following  order  into  ?^"'  **/^®''  ^^^^' 
**  ^  mg  that  upon 

this  Court :  application  by 

«*  County  of  Kent,  J     The  order  of  the  Rev.  Nicholas  Toke,  Clerk,  jJa'l^ens*!*^^^^ 
to  wit.  i  and  George  Edward  Sajfer,  Esq.,  two  of  her  overaeers  of 

Majesty *8  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  fur  the  said  county,  one  whereof  the  parish  of 
is  of  the  quorum,  made  at  a  petty  sessions  held  at  fire,  in  the  said  county,  ^'9  *"  ^^® 
on  Saturday,  the  2d  day  of  December,  a.d.  1837.    Upon  an  application  J^^  ha^g  an     ' 
to  us  the  said  justices,  at  tlie  said  petty  sessions,  by  the  churchwardens  order  made  on 
and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Mersham,  in  the  county  of  T.  G.,  o^tlie 
Kent,  to  have  an  order  made  on  Thomas  Gilbert,  of  the  parish  of  parish  of  M., 
Mersham,  in  the  said  county,  woolsorter,  for  him  to  maintain  his  father,  *"     ®  *^™® 
James  Gilbert^  who  is  poor  and  unable  to  work,  so  as  to  maintain  and  maintain  his 
support  himself,  and  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Mersham«  he  the  father;  and 
said  Thomas  Gilbert  being  a  person  of  sufficient  ability  to  maintain  and  that  the  said 
provide  for  his  said  father;  and  the  said  Thomas  Gilbert  having  been    ^''  ^«  had  ap- 
duly  summoned  to  appear  before  us  the  said  justices,  at  the  said  petty  ^^ated  that" 
sessions,  to  the  end  that  we  might  examine  into  the  case  and  circum-  the  father  was 
stances  of  the  premises,  and  now  appearing  before  us  the  said  justices,  unable  to  sup- 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  summons,  be  has  not  shewn  wliy  such  order  P®'*  himself; 

should  not  be  made;  and  we  havine  heard  the  parties  so  complaininir,  ^'^•j  n^r^  ^^ 

.  ,  ,  .....  ^    .         -1  .  .  ..  said  r.  G.  was 

and  duly  considenng  the  circumstances  of  the  said  complamt,  as  well  a  person  of 

as  the  want  of  any  adequate  defence  on  the  part  of  the  said  Thomas  sufficient  abi- 
Gilbert,  do  adjudge  and  determine  that  the  said  James  Gilbert  is  poor  I>ty  &c*f  and 
and  unable  to  work,  so  as  to  maintain  and  support  himself, and  actually  **l^"  proceed- 
chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Mersham;  and  that  the  said  Thomas  ^^^^  «<  ^y^^  ^^^ 
Gilbert  is  a  person  of  sufficient  ability  to  maintain  and  provide  for  his   T.  G.'*  should 
said  father,  and  therefore  we  order  that  the  said  Thomas  Gilbert  shall  pay  a  weekly 
and  do  forthwith,  upon  notice  of  this  our  order,  pay,  or  cause  to  be  »u"™>-Hcld, 
paid,  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  P^ ^  Coicridue 
of  Mersham  for  the  time  being,  or  to  some  or  one  of  them,  weekly,  jg,^  (IMtledale 
from  this  present  time,  the  sum  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence,  for  and  J.  dubitante) 
towards  the  sustentsition,  relief,  maintenance  and  support  of  the  said  ".**t  it  sura- 
James  Gilbert^  for  and  during  so  long  time  as  the  said  James  Gilbert  ^^^^^^I^^^q^ 
shall  be  charg^ble  to  the  said  parish  of  Mersham,  or  until  the  said  ^as  dwelling 
Thomas  Gilbert  shall  be  legally  directed  to  the  contrary."  within  the 

jurisdiction  of 

the  justices,  as 

Deeded  now  shewed  cause.    This  is  an  order  of  justices,  the  words  "  of 

the  parish  of 
M.,"  used  by  the  church wnrdensi  signified  that  he  dwelt  there,  and  the  justices  had 
adopted  those  w«rds,  and  so  adjudicated  that  be  there  dwelt^  by  making  their  order 
npoii«  the  said  r.(?." 
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1838.        made  under  the  59  Geo.  S,  c.  \2,  s.  20,  which  is  an  extension 
J^^^X"^      ^^  ^^^  powers,  given  by  43  Eliz,  c.  2,  s.  7  to  justices  at  their 
V,  general  quarter  sessions,  to  justices  in  petty  sessions.     The 

d^^'^^h  ^^  ^^^'  ^*  ^'  enacts  that  the  parents  or  children  of  poor 
persons,  unable  to  work,  being  of  sufficient  ability,  ''  shall 
at  their  own  charges  relieve  and  maintain  every  such  poor 
person,  in  that  manner,  and  according  to  that  rate,  as  by  the 
justices  of  the  peace  of  that  county,  where  such  sufficient 
persons  Jtz'e//,  shall  be  assessed."  The  principal  objection 
relied  upon  against  this  order  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  that 
Thomas  Gilbert,  upon  whom  it  is  made,  dwells  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  But  this  is  an  order,  and  not 
a  conviction,  and  the  rule  is,  that  every  intendment  will 
be  made  in  favour  of  an  order;  Rex  v.  Bisier{a),  Rex  v. 
Middlehunt  {b)t  and  Rex  v.  Lloyd  (c),  Thomas  Gilbert  is 
stated  to  be  of  the  parish  of  Mersham,  in  the  county  of 
Kent;  the  word  ''of*  in  its  ordinary  sense  would  signify 
that  be  is  there  resident*  In  affidavits,  where  the  residence 
of  the  deponent  is  required  to  be  given,  "  of"  is  the  term 
used  to  denote  residence  (d).  [Coleridge  J.  Supposing  that 
the  description  ''  of  Mersham"  denotes  dwelling  there,  the 
order  contains  no  adjudication  that  he  dwells  there.]  That 
is  not  necessary,  if  it  appear  in  any  part  of  the  order  that 
the  case  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  In  order 
to  give  justices  jurisdiction  under  the  old  law,  to  make  an 
order  in  bastardy,  it  was  necessary  that  it  should  appear 
where  the  child  was  born ;  but  in  Rex  v.  Fox,  which  was 
cited  by  Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Price  (e),  it  was 
held  that  the  place  of  birth  need  not  be  contained  in  the 
adjudication,  and  that  an  order  in  these  terms  sufficiently 
shewed  where  the  child  was  born :  *'  The  order  of  us  L.  and 
£).,  two  justices  8cc.,  residing  near  to  the  parish  of  H.,  con- 

(a)  1  Barn's  Jast.  Distress,  S.  V.  tion  of  every  person  who  shall  make 

(b)  1  Barr.  S99.  affidavit  in  Court  here,  shall  be  iu- 

(c)  2  Str.  996.  serted  in  such  affidavit/'   See  Rule 
.  (d)  By  the  rule  of  Mich.  15  Hit.  a  Will.  4,  no.  5;  and  Vaistier 

Car,  2,  '*  it  is  ordered  that  the  true      v,  Alderton,  3  M.  &  Sel.  165. 
place  of  abode,  and  the  true  addi-         (e)  6  T.  R.  147. 
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ceniing  a  bastard  child  of  H.  G.,  bora  in  the  said  parish  of 
H/'  [Coleridge  J.  That  order  sets  out  the  words  of  the 
justices  themselves.]  So  it  is  submitted  does  the  order  here. 
[Coleridge  J.  Suppose  that  there  was  no  adjudication  that 
the  pauper  was  unable  to  work,  and  that  that  fiict  only  ap- 
peared from  the  recital,  do  you  contend  that  the  order  would 
be  sufficient.]  It  is  submitted  that  it  would,  if  the  fact 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  order.  The  case  of  Rex  v. 
Woodford  (a)  was  cited,  when  this  rule  was  obtained,  to 
shew  that  the  person  on  whom  the  order  was  made  must 
dwell  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices.  In  that  case 
the  order  was  held  bad,  but  the  form  of  it  does  not  appear 
from  the  report.  In  7%e  King  v.  Reeve  {b),  which  was  also 
cited,  no  form  of  order  appears.  It  appears  by  the  prece- 
dents in  the  books  (c),  that  the  form  of  order  in  this  case  has 
been  used  for  a  long  period  of  years. 
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Hie  Queen 

TOKB 

nnd  another. 


£.  Perry ^  contri.  Two  points  are  relied  upon — Ist. 
That  the  order  should  adjudicate  that  Gilbert  dwelt  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices;  and  2d.  That  it  does  not 
appear  in  any  part  of  the  order  that  Gilbert  did  dwell  within 
the  county. 

I.  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Fox  (J),  which  has  been  cited  for 
the  first  point,  is  distinguishable.  The  language  of  the 
order  there  reciting  that  the  child  was  bora  in  the  parish  of 
H.,  is  the  language  of  the  justices;  in  the  present  order, 
the  description  of  Gilbert  is  a  mere  recital  of  the  application 
of  the  churchwardens.  The  order,  too,  in  Rex  v.  Fox  {d\ 
was  an  order  in  bastardy,  as  to  which  there  has  always  been 
a  greater  laxity  than  as  to  other  orders,  of  which  Rex  v. 
Venables{e)  is  an  example,  where  it  was  held  that  it  need 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  order  that  the  defendant  had 
been  summoned.  Day  v.  King  {f)  appears  to  be  an  ex- 
press authority  that  the  recital  of  a  fact  which  is  necessary 


(a)  1  Consl's  Bolt,  pi.  460. 
\h)  2  Bulstr.  344. 
(c)  1  Chitty's  Burn's  J.  P.  985. 
(28th  ed.) 


(rf)  Cited  in  6  T.  R.  148, 
(e)  2  Lord  Raym.  1405; 
(/)  5  A.  &  E.  359i 
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V. 

Tuse 
aud  another. 
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to  give  jurisdiction  is  tioi  sufficient,  but  that  it  should  be 
stated  ill  the  adjudication.  It  has  been  said,  that  not  even 
the  fact  of  the  pauper  being  unable  to  work  need  be  stated 
in  the  adjudication,  but  Hex  v.  Penno9fer{a)  is  a  direct  au- 
thority to  the  contrary. 

II.  But  supposing  it  to  be  unnecessary  in  this  case  for  the 
fact  to  be  so  stated,  Gilbert's  dwelling  in  the  county  does  not 
appear  in  the  order  at  all.  It  is  not  true  that  every  intendment 
is  to  be  made  in  favour  of  an  order.  The  correct  rule  to  be 
drawn  from  the  cases  is,  that  where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  jus* 
tices  appears  on  the  face  of  the  order,  the  Court  will  put  a  libe« 
ral  construction  on  the  terms  in  which  the  order  is  couched. 
No  case  is  to  be  found  in  which  intendment  has  been  made 
of  a  fact  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction.  On  this  order  it 
was  necessary  that  Gilberts  dwelling  within  the  county 

should  appear  distinctly.     But  to  describe  a  person  of 

does  not  denote  distuictly  that  he  resides  at ,  either  in 

colloquial  or  legal  language.     In  indictments, of , 

does  not  mean  residence;  in  writs  of  summons  it  does  not 
mean  residence,  properly  so  called,  for  if  a  person  be  de- 
scribed in  the  writ  as of ,  setting  out  his  office  or 

place  of  business,  which  may  be  distinct  from  his  residence, 
is  sufficient  (A).  If of denotes  residence  in  affi- 
davits, it  is  because  the  statute  requires  the  residence  of  a 
deponent  to  be  stated,  and  the  party  adopts  that  form  of 
language  to  describe  his  residence,  but  neither  in  affidavits 
nor  in  writs  of  summons  is  the  dwelling  required  under  this 
statute  necessary  to  be  shewn.  It  is  not  denied  that  the 
expression  ''of  such  a  place,"  may  mean  residing  there;  but 
it  has  various  other  meanings,  and  the  fact  which  gives 
jurisdiction  to  justices,  ought  not  to  be  stated  ambiguously. 
The  King  v.  Reexe{c)  is  a  distinct  authority  on  the  subject. 
Tliere,  a  party  who  resided  at  Eye,  in  Suffolk,  had  come 
up  to  London  for  a  few  days,  on  business,  and  whilst  in 
London  he  refused  to  obey  an  order  made  upon  him  by 

(a)  1  CoDsfs  Bott,  365,  pi.  459.  (c)  %  Bulstr.  344. 

(6)  See  Yardley  v.  Jonu^  4  Doir, 
P.  C.  45. 
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the  Middlesex  magistrates  to  maintain  his  grandchild;  the         isss. 
Court  held  that  the  Suffolk  sessions  only  bad  jurisdiction  in      ^"^v*^^ 
the  matter.    The  order  in  that  case  is  not  set  out,  but  if  the  ^, 

party  were  described  as  of  the  place  where  he  was  lodging,  ^^^\ 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Middlesex  justices,  as  he  might 
well  be,  the  decision  shews  that  such  an  order  is  bad,  be- 
cause jurisdiction  does  not  arise  by  a  party  residing  for  a 
day  or  two  within  the  county.  If  then  the  term  ''  of  such 
a  place''  be  a  good  description  of  a  person,  being  there  for  a 
day,  or  of  his  being  connected  with  it  by  his  place  of  busi- 
ness, or  by  his  birth,  or  by  any  other  relation,  how  can  the 
Court  shut  their  eyes  to  all  these  meanings,  and  say  that 
lu  this  order  it  means  residence  only.  Where  intendments 
have  been  made  in  favour  of  orders,  there  has  never  been 
any  doubt  as  to  the  fact  intended,  but  what  is  there  to 
induce  the  Court  to  believe  that  Thomas  Gilbert  had  any 
thing  more  than  a  warehouse  at  Mersham  ? 

LiTTLEDALE  J.((i) — In  Comyn/  Digest,  Abatement, 
(F  25),  many  cases  are  given,  in  which  the  word  '^  of"  may 
be  used  to  signify  a  person's  addition  of  place,  although  it 
would  not  necessarily  denote  that  he  resided  there.  This 
order  was  made  under  the  69  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  s.  26,  which 
extends  to  justices  at  petty  sessions  the  jurisdiction  given, 
by  the  aforesaid  statute  of  Elizabeth,  to  them  at  quarter  ses- 
sions. Jurisdiction  is  given  to  two  or  more  justices  of  the 
peace,  **  for  the  county  or  jurisdiction  in  which  such  suffi- 
cient person  shall  dwell ;"  and  the  objection  to  this  order 
is,  that  it  does  not  sufficiently  appear  that  the  party  on 
whom  it  is  made  was  dwelling  within  the  county,  so  as  to 
give  the  justices  jurisdiction.  I  confess  I  have  doubts  w*he- 
ther  this  objection  is  not  good,  but  my  brothers  are  against 
the  objection,  and  my  doubts  are  not  strong  enough  to  in* 
duce  me  to  dissent  from  their  opinion.  Complaint  is  made 
to  the  justices  against  "  T.  O.  of  Mersham,  Sec."  and  they 
make  an  order  upon  the  said  T.  6.,  and  if  the  justices 

(a)  Lord  Jkwnan  C.J.  was  at  tbo  Privy  Council. 


The  QuEEir 

V. 
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1838.  thereby  adopt  the  descriptioo  given  to  T.  O.  by  the  com- 
plaining parties,  it  may  be  taken  that  there  is  an  adjudication 
that  T.  G.  was  dwelling  within  the  county;  although  I 
d^^^\  ^'^^"'^  '"y  ^^^  ^'^""^  *' said"  perhaps  goes  no  farther  than  to 
make  out  the  identity  of  the  party.  In  2  Nolans  Poor 
Law  {a),  it  is  said,  that  the  order  of  maintenance  must  state 
that  the  person  upon  whom  it  is  made  lives  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  justices  who  make  it,  and  Rex  v.  Woodford (b) 
is  cited  as  an  authority.  In  that  case  the  order  was  bad, 
but  the  form  of  it  is  not  given.  Altogether  I  must  own 
I  am  not  without  doubt  on  this  question. 

Patteson  J. — I  had  some  doubt  during  the  argument, 
but  am  now  satisfied  that  this  order  is  good.  Although  the 
word  "  of"  has  various  significations,  it  is  very  commonly 
used  to  signify  a  person's  dwelling-place.  Then  the  word 
'*  of"  having  this  meanings  are  we  to  take  it  as  having  been 
used  by  the  justices,  or  merely  by  the  churchwardens?  If 
it  is  used  by  the  churchwardens  only,  then  we  must  be 
driven  to  intendment,  which  I  would  rather  avoid,  to  sup- 
port this  order.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  without  any  intend- 
ment whatever,  that  the  justices  themselves  may  be  con- 
sidered to  have  adopted  the  description  given  by  the  church- 
wardens of  the  party  on  whom  they  make  the  order. 

Coleridge  J.-*1  think  that  the  rule  of  construction 
stated  by  Mr.  Perry  is  correct,  and  that,  whether  In  the  case 
of  orders  or  convictions,  it  is  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  see 
that  the  justices  do  not  act  without  jurisdiction.  But  when 
once  their  jurisdiction  appears,  the  language  in  which  facts 
are  stated  by  them  should  be  construed  fairly  and  candidly, 
and  supported  by  reasonable  intendment.  Here  the  ques- 
tion is,  with  reference  to  their  jurisdiction,  whether  the  word 
"  of"  sufficiently  indicates  the  place  of  the  party's  abode, 
on  whom  they  have  made  their  order ;  I  think  it  does.     The 

(a)  C.  SO,  8. 4,  p.  964,  (4th  ed.)  (6)  1  CoDtt*s  Bott,  pi.  460. 
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word  then  being  sufficient  in  itself,  have  the  justices  em- 
ployed it  ?  On  reading  through  the  order,  I  think  it  appears 
that  they  have  adopted,  as  their  own,  the  word  used  in  the  first 
instance  by  the  churchwardens,  and  have  in  fact  adjudicated 
upon  T.  G.'s  residence.  The  case  of  Day  v.  King  (a)  is 
distinguishable.  The  order  in  that  case  set  forth  the  evi- 
dence of  a  number  of  facts,  the  existence  of  which  was 
necessary  in  order  to  give  the  justices  jurisdiction,  but  the 
adjudication  did  not  decide  that  they  had  any  existence. 
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TOKE 

and  another. 


Rule  discharged  (6). 

Deedes  then  applied  for  costs  of  the  rule,  being  as  against 
magistrates. 

Sed  per  Curiam. — No,  it  is  a  very  slovenly  order, 
(a)  5  Ad.  &  £1.  359.         (&)  See  Aex  v.  Cornish,  4  B.  &  Ad.  498. 


Mary  Lant  v.  Peace. 

Covenant  on  an  indenture  of  mortgage  dated  5th 
April,  1837*  At  the  trial  at  the  last  Warwick  assizes,  be- 
fore Park  J.,  the  deed  on  which  the  action  was  brought 
recited  the  transfer  of  an  original  mortgage  for  400/.  from 
one  Weaman  Lant  to  the  plaintiff,  the  original  mortgage 
having  been  executed  by  the  defendant  and  another  person 
to  Weaman  Lani  for  that  sum,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
agreed  to  advance  to  the  defendant  the  further  sum  of  1000/., 
to  secure  which,  and  for  further  securing  the  said  sum  of 
400/.,  the  defendant  mortgaged  certain  premises,  different 
from  the  premises  conveyed  in  the  mortgage  of  the  400/. 
This  deed  of  1837  was  stamped  with  the  following  stamps  : 
The  1st  skin,  5/.,  as  ad  valorem  duty  for  1000/.,  and 
Also  a  1/.  ]5s.  in  respect  of  the  deed  operating  as  a  fnr* 
ther  security  for  the  400/. 


Tuetday, 
Majf  Sth, 

An  instrument 
operating  as  a 
further  secu- 
rity for  a  sum, 
on  which  the 
ad  valorem 
duty  has  been 
paid,  and  also 
as  a  security 
for  an  ad- 
ditional sum 
advanced,  is 
not  exempted 
from  any  other 
duly  with  re- 
'  to  its  ope- 


ration as  a  fur- 
ther security 
under  55 
Ceo.  3,  c.  184, 
Sched.  tit* 
"Mortgage," 
than  the  ad 
vahrem  duty. 
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The  2nd,  3rd  and  4tli  skins  had  each  a  1/.  stamp. 

The  original  mortgage  deed  for  400/.  and  assignment, 
properly  stamped,  were  also  produced. 

At  the  trial  it  was  discovered,  that  the  deed  on  which  the 
action  was  brought  contained  too  many  words  for  the 
stamps  impressed  upon  it.  The  plaintiff^  however,  con- 
tended that  the  deed-stamp  of  1/.  \5s,  was  unnecessary,  and 
that  it  might  be  applied  to  make  up  the  deficiency  in  the 
other  stamps.  The  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  permission  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit. 

Whitehunt^  on  a  former  day  in  tliis  term  (May  8th),  ob- 
tained a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Humfrey  now  shewed  cause.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  1/.  lbs.  stamp,  which  was  unnecessarily  affixed  to  this 
deed,  as  a  deed-stamp  on  the  additional  security  for  400/. 
may  not  be  applied  so  as  to  cover  the  number  of  words 
in  the  deed.  By  the  55  Geo.  d,c.  184,  sched.  part  I.  tit. 
Mortgage,  a  mortgage-deed  requires  an  ad  valorem  duty, 
according  to  the  sum  of  money  which  it  is  intended  to  se- 
cure, which  in  this  case  would  be  1400/.,  but  the  schedule 
exempts  from  the  ad  valorem  duty  *'  any  deed  or  other  in- 
strument made  as  an  additional  or  further  security  for  any 
sum  of  money,"  .  .  "  already  secured  by  any  deed  which 
shall  have  paid  the  ad  valorem  duty  hereby  charged,*'  .  •  . 
''  but  if  any  further  sum  of  money  shall  be  added  to  the 
p/incipal  sum  already  secured,  the  said  ad  valorem  duty 
shall  be  charged  in  respect  of  such  further  sum/*  As  the 
ad  valorem  duty  had  been  paid  on  the  400/.,  that  stamp  was 
only  required  in  respect  of  the  1000/.,  and  as  the  1/.  155. 
stamp,  which  was  erroneously  fixed,  is  of  the  same  denomi- 
nation, it  may  be  applied  as  a  progressive  duty  to  cover  the 
total  number  of  words  in  the  deed.  The  intention  of  the 
act  was  not  to  impose  a  duty  on  the  security,  but  only  on 
the  sum  actually  advanced,  and  that  duty  has  been  paid  in 
the  present  case.  It  may  be  said,  that  a  deed-stamp  is 
required  in  respect  of  the  400/.,  but  no  provision  in  the 
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Stamp  Act  imposes  such  a  stamp  in  a  case  like  the  present.  i838. 
Where  a  deed  operates  as  a  further  security  for  a  sum  ad- 
vanced, and  a  further  sum  is  advanced,  an  ad  valorem  duty 
is  required  only  in  respect  of  tlie  further  sum,  it  not  being 
inteuded  that  the  ad  valorem  duty  should  be  paid  twice. 
This  is  elucidated  by  the  S  Geo.  4,  c.  117,  with  respect  to 
the  stamp  on  transfers^  it  having  been  found  that  by  the 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  a  1/.  155.  stamp  was  required  on  a 
simple  transfer  of  a  mortgage,  where  no  further  sum  was 
advanced;  but  where  a  further  sum  was  advanced,  then  the 
same  stamp  as  on  an  original  mortgage;  the  3  Geo.  4, 
c.  117,  s.  (2,  repealed  the  ad  valorem  and  other  duties  on 
the  transfer  of  a  mortgage,  and  imposed  a  1/.  15s.  stamp 
on  a  simple  transfer,  with  1/.  5s.  progressive  duty;  and  if 
any  further  sum  should  be  added  to  the  principal  money 
already  secured,  the  ad  valorem  duty  payable  upon  mort- 
gages should  be  charged  only  on  the  additional  sum. 
It  was  contended  after  that  act,  that  in  cases  where 
there  was  a  transfer  and  an  additional  sum  advanced,  a 
transfer  stamp  was  required,  as  well  as  an  ad  valorem  duty 
on  the  additional  sum ;  but  in  Doe  v.  Gray  (a)  it  was  held, 
that  it  was  sufficient  to  pay  the  ad  valorem  duty  on  the  ad- 
ditional sum  only.  The  clause  in  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  1 17,  s.  2, 
exempting  a  transfer  from  any  stamp  when  an  additional 
sum  is  advanced,  is  very  similar  to  the  clause  in  55  Geo.  3, 
c.  184,  Sched.  part  I.  tit.  Mortgage,  which  exempts  deeds 
operating  as  a  further  security  from  any  stamp.  The  ana- 
logy of  that  case  therefore  to  the  present  is  very  strong ; 
for  if,  where  there  is  a  transfer  and  an  additional  sum  ad- 
vanced, an  ad  valorem  duty  ou  the  latter  sum  only  is  required, 
i  fortiori  no  other  stamp  is  required  when  there  is  no 
transfer,  and  only  additional  security  given.  The  object  of 
passing  the  3  Geo.  3,  c.  117,  appears  to  have  been  to  assimi- 
late the  law  as  to  the  stamp  duty  required  on  transfers,  and 
on  deeds  operating  as  additional  security.  This  view  is 
confirmed  by  the  language  of  Tindal  C.  J,  in    Doe  v. 

(a)  4  N.  &  M.  719;  3  A.  &  E.  89. 
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1838.  Maple  (a).  It  was  contended  there,  that  the  asaigtimeut  of 
a  mortgage  deed,  which  operated  as  an  additional  security, 
required  stamping  in  that  respect*  Tindal  C«  J.  said, 
*^  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  parliament  which  requires 
that  the  stamp  contended  for  should  be  fixed  to  the  added 
security." 

Whitehurst  contrd.  The  course  which  was  adopted  io 
this  case  of  affixing  a  deed-stamp  to  the  instrument,  was 
correct,  and  has  been  in  practice  ever  since  the  passing  of 
the  Stamp  Act.  It  is  now  contended  that  a  deed«stamp  is 
unnecessary,  and  that  the  stamp  may  be  applied  for  the 
progressive  duty.  But  a  mortgage  deed,  as  this  is,  for  400?. 
without  a  deed  stamp,  was  never  heard  of.  It  was  never 
contended  by  the  defendant,  that  the  deed-stamp  of  1/.  Idf. 
could  not  be  applied  to  the  progressive  duty,  if  a  deed- 
stamp  was  unnecessary,  nor  was  it  ever  contended  that  the 
ad  valorem  duty  must  be  paid  a  second  time  on  the  400/., 
but  that  a  deed-stamp  is  necessary  as  well  as  the  progres* 
sive  duty.  The  act  expressly  requires  that  every  deed,  not 
expressly  exempted,  shall  pay  1/.  155.;  this  is  not  exempted* 
The  exception,  as  to  further  securities,  is  expressly  by  the 
title  of  it  confined  to  the  ad  valorem  duty ;  the  words  are, 
*^  exemption  from  the  said  ad  valorem  duty,  &c.,  but  not  from 
any  other  duty  to  which  the  same  may  be  liable,*'  and  under 
the  title  *'  Deed,*'  in  the  same  schedule,  "  of  any  kind  what- 
ever  not  otherwise  charged  in  the  schedule^  nor  expressly 
exempted  from  a// stamp  duty,"  1/,  15s.  This  further  assur- 
ranee  deed  is  not  otherwise  charged,  nor  expressly  exempted 
from  all  duty,  and  therefore  it  required  a  deed*-stamp.  In 
the  55  Geo,  3,  c.  184,  sched.  part  I.  under  the  title  "  Mort- 
gage, 8cc.,  with  a  conveyance  of  the  equity  of  redemptioui 
or  other  matter  in  the  same  Deed,*'  the  second  clause  is 
as  follows  :  **  in  all  other  cases,  where  a  mortgage  or  other 
instrument  hereby  charged  with  the  ad  valorem  duty  on 
mortgages,  shall  be  contained  in  one  and  the  same  deed  or 

(a)  6  Law  Jour.  Com.  Pi.  New  Ser,  971 1  i9<  C  3  Bing.  N.  C.8S3. 
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writing!  with  any  other  matter  or  thing  (except  what  shall  jsss. 
be  incident  to  such  mortgage  or  other  instrument)|  such 
deed  or  writing  shall  be  charged  with  the  same  duties  (ex- 
cept the  progressive  duty)  as  such  mortgage  or  other  instru- 
roenti  and  such  other  matter  or  thing  would  have  been 
separately  charged  with,  if  contained  in  separate  deeds  or 
writings.^  This  clause  shews  expressly  that  the  same  stamps 
must  be  upon  this  mortgage  for  1000/.  and  400/.  respec«» 
tively,  as  if  there  were  two  separate  instruments.  It  is  true 
that  the  ad  valorem  duty  on  400/.,  which  had  been  already 
paid,  is  not  again  to  be  paid,  but  that  is  the  only  exemption. 
The  3  Geo.  4,  c.  11 7>  s,  3,  was  passed  in  order  to  put  ad*^ 
ditiooal  securities  for  money  advanced  on  bonds,  on  the 
same  footing  with  deeds^  for  additional  security,  under  the  55 
Oeo.  4,  c.  184,  for  money  advanced  on  indentures.  It  was 
considered  hard  that  such  transfers  should  have  to  pay  the 
ad  valorem  duty  twice,  and  they  were  put  on  exactly  the 
same  footing  as  additional  securities  for  money  lent  on 
indentures ;  but  that  act  expressly  provides^  that  such  ad- 
ditional securities  shall  be  charged  with  the  ordinary  duty 
payable  on  deeds  ;  and  if  the  construction  contended  for  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  correct,  they  would  not  be  on 
an  equal  footing,  inasmuch  as  such  deeds  would  pay  the 
deed-stamp,  but  an  additional  security  on  indentures  would 
not.  As  to  Doe  v.  Gray  (a),  which  has  been  cited  as  an 
authority  on  the  other  side,  to  shew  that  no  deed-stamp  is 
required  on  a  transfer,  it  proves  no  such  thing.  The  stamp 
in  that  case  was  sufficient  to  cover  the  deed-stamp,  and 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.  said,  "  whether  a  common  deed-stamp 
also  was  necessary,  under  either  of  the  acts,  it  is  not  mate-* 
rial  to  inquire,  because  the  1/.  \5s.  stamp,  though  it  may 
have  been  erroneously  put  on  these  deeds,  was  at  all  events 
sufficient  (by*  The  case  of  Doe  v.  Maple,  cited  from  the 
Law  Journal  (c),  is  not  at  all  applicable  ;  it  was  only  held 
there  that  the  ad  valorem  duty  was  not  payable  twice,  which 

(o)  4  N.  &  M.  719.  (c)  6  Law  Jour.  New  Ser.  C.P. 

lb)  4  N.  &  M.  723.  271;  S.  C.  3  Bing.  832. 
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1838.        is  not  disputed,  and  the  instrument  was  stamped  with  a 
deed-stamp. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.J. — In  this  case  it  is  conceded,  that 
sufficient  ad  valorem  duty  has  been  paid  on  this  instrument, 
if  the  1/.  159.  stamp,  which  was  impressed  for  another  pur- 
pose, can  be  taken  into  account.  It  is  contended  that  this 
stamp  can  be  so  applied,  because  in  the  clause  containbg 
exemptions  from  the  ad  valorem  duty  on  mortgages,  &c. 
there  is  enumerated,  any  deed  made  as  an  additional  or 
further  security,  which  shall  have  paid  the  ad  valorem  duty, 
which  is  the  case  with  respect  to  the  400/.  But  that  ex- 
emption in  xhe  schedule  is  expressed  only  to  be  in  respect  of 
the  ad  valorem  duty,  "  but  not  from  any  other  duty  to  which 
the  sum  may  be  liable."  A  deed*stamp  is  a  duty  to  which 
a  deed  for  further  security  is  liable ;  the  argument  therefore 
fails. 

LiTTLKDALE  3,  concurred. 

Patteson  J. — I  feel  no  doubt  upon  the  question,  on 
looking  at  the  terms  of  the  title  of  what  is  called  the  exempt- 
ing clause.  It  professes  to  exempt  certain  deeds  which 
have  paid  the  ad  valorem  duty,  from  payment  of  that  duty 
only.  This  deed,  with  respect  to  the  400/.,  comes  within 
the  exemption,  because  the  duty  had  been  paid  upon  that 
sum ;  then  a  further  sum  of  1000/.  is  advanced,  upon  which 
the  ad  valorem  duty  is  payable,  and  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  mortgage  stamp  paid  upon  that  sum  renders  any 
further  stamp  on  the  400/.  unnecessary.  There  is  no- 
thing in  the  act  to  shew  that  there  is  any  such  exemption, 
and  Doe  v.  Gray  {a)  does  not  touch  the  question,  for  that  case 
depended  entirely  on  the  peculiar  words  of  5  Geo.  4,  c.  11 7| 
with  respect  to  the  transfer  duty,  and  this  point  did  not 
arise. 

CoLBRiDOE  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 
(a)  4N.&M.  719. 
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Doe,  on  the  several  demises  of  Ann  Wright  and 

Elizabeth  Wright,  v.  Smith.  ?)^*'??' 

Aloy  Bth, 

Ejectment  for  premises  in  Goswell  Street,  in  the  .   l.  Where 

county  of  Middlesex.     At  the  trial  at  the  sittings  in  Mid-  default  passed 

dlesex,  after  Hilary  term,  1837,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  !P]"*'  *  ^^ 

'  ...  fcndant in 

the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  devise  to  them,  ejectment,who 

as  tenants  in  common,  by  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Taylor.  J^*J^es\*ion" 

Taylor  had  granted  a  lease  to  the  defendant,  vihicb  was  and  a  writ  of 

alleged  to   have   been  forfeited  for  breach   of  covenant.  ^,^^ut^an 

The  probate  of  the  will  of  Elizabeth  Taylor  was  produced,  instrument, 

and  a  lease  from  her  to  the  defendant,  dated  in  1829,  was  him,  reciting 

put  in,  under  the  following  notice  to  produce : —  ^•^  ??!r*"t 

'*  Take  notice,  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause  proposes  to  adduce  in  been  taken  un- 
evidence  the  several  documents  hereunder  specified,  and  that  the  same  der  the  judg- 
may  be  inspected  by  the  defendant  at  our  office,  on  &c.,  and  that  the  -gg|.^gr  ^tud 
defendant  will  be  required  to  admit  that  such  of  the  said  documents  as  timt  ^^  lessor 
are  herein  specified  to  be  originals  were  respectively  written,  signed  or  of  the  plaintiff 
eiecuted  as  they  purport  respectively  to  have  been ;  that  such  as  are  had  devised 
specified  as  copies  are  true  copies;  saving  all  just  eiceptions  to  their  the  oremises 
admissibility  as  evidence  in  this  cause.  witnessing  that 

(Signed)        A.  &  B.  Plaintiff's  Agents."      he,  the  defend- 

__^______-_«____   ant,  then  at- 

Origioal  or  Duplicate,     torned  tenant 
served,  sent  or  delivered,  to  the  said 
when,  how  and  by  whom.  A,  £•,  does 
^  not  require  a 

stamp. 

2.  A  defend- 
ant had  notice 
to  admit  cer- 
tain docu- 
ments, one  of 
which  was 


Description  of  the  Document. 


Counterpart  of  Lease  from  EliMaheth  26  Dec. 
TayloTy  of  Pailton,  in  the  parish  of     1899. 
Monks'Kirby,in  the  county  of  War^ 
wick,  spinster,  to  the  defendant. 


Date. 


Upon  a  summons  before  a  judge,  after  both  sides  had  described  as 
been  heard,  an  order  was  made  upon  the  defendant  to  make  jJirt^o^a^lease 
the  above  admission.  and  an  order 

On  the  production  of  the  document,  it  appeared  to  have  thereupon'^** 

made.  At  the 
trial,  the  instrument  produced  was  signed  bv  both  pardes,  and  appeared  to  be  a  lease, 
but  it  only  borea  counterpait  scamp: — Held,  that  the  defendant  was  precluded  by  his 
admission  from  taking  the  objection,  as  he  had  had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  the 
document  before  he  made  the  admission,  and  ought  to  have  made  the  objection  then. 

3.  This  Court  will  not  allow  a  party,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  shew  cause  against  a  rule 
in  the  first  instance,  although  notice  has  been  given  to  the  other  side. 

▼OL.  III.  Z 
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1B38.  been  executed  by  both  parties;  and  as  it  only  bore  a 
]/.  \0s,  stamp  (instead  of  a  2/.  stamp,  which  is  required 
for  a  lease,)  it  was  contended  for  the  defendant  that  it  was 
inadmissible  in  evidence,  the  document  being  a  lease  and 
not  a  counterpart  No  other  lease  was  proved  to  be  in 
existence,  but  the  instrument  was  indorsed  ''counterpart;*' 
and  the  plaintiff  conlended  that  the  defendant  was  bound 
by  his  admission.  It  did  not  appear  that  the  defendant 
had  seen  the  document  or  the  indorsement  before  the  order 
to  admit  was  made  upon  him.  His  lordship  overruled  the 
objection.  The  seisin  of  Miss  Taybr  having  been  disputed 
as  to  the  premises  in  question,  evidence  was  given  of  an 
ejectment  having  been  brought,  in  1829»  against  several  de- 
fendants, of  which  the  present  defendant,  Smithy  was  one; 
that  judgment  had  passed  against  them  by  default^  and 
writs  of  possession  had  been  issued;  and  the  following 
instrument,  which  bore  no  stamp,  was  put  in  as  an  attorn- 
ment of  the  defendant : — 
**  In  the  King's  Bench. 

Between  John  Doe,  on  the  demise  of  John  Banks,  clerk,  plaintiff, 

AND 

Richard  RoCf  defendant. 

Whereas  a  judgment  against  the  casaal  ejector  in  this  action  of 
ejectment  was  obtained  in  Easter  term  last  past,  and  I  the  undersigned, 
being  tenant  of  the  several  messuages  and  tenements,  situate  ftc,  do 
herebjr  admit  that  possession  thereof  hath  been  stajred  and  not  taken 
under  the  said  judgment,  at  my  request.  And  whereas  the  said  John 
Banktf  clerk,  hath  since  departed  this  life,  and  by  his  last  will  and  tes- 
tament devised  the  said  several  messuages  and  tenements,  with  their 
appurtenances,  unto  •^-—  Taylor,  of  &c.  Now,  know  all  men  by  these 
presents,  that  in  consideration  of  the  premises  I  do  hereby  attorn  tenant 

to  the  said  Taylor  for  the  said  messuages  and  tenement,  with 

their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances,  and  which  are  now  in  my  pos^ 
session,  and  have  this  day  paid  to  Francis  Rowlatt,  of  &c.,  the  agent  of 
the  said  »-—  Taylor,  the  sum  of  one  shilling  upon  that  attornment,  on 
account  and  in  part  of  tlie  rent  due  and  to  become  due  from  me,  for  and 
in  respect  of  the  said  premises.     And  I  do  become  tenant  thereof  to 

the  said Taylor  from  the  29th  day  of  September  last  past.    As 

witness  my  hand  this  4th  day  of  December,  1829. 

W.  Smithr 

It  was  objected  that  this  instrument  was   inadmissible 
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for  want  of  a  stamp ;  but  his  lordship  overruled  the  objec-        1838. 
tjon  on  the  authority  of  Doe  v.  Edwards  (a),  giving  the 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  both  points, 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  different  opinion. 

Sir  W.W.  Follelt,  in  the  Easter  term  following(6),  moved 
accordingly.  He  contended,  first,  that  the  defendant,  by 
bis  admission,  only  agreed  to  admit  the  counterpart  of  a 
lease,  and  not  a  lease,  which  this  instrument  turned  out  to 
be.  Secondly,  the  instrument  produced  as  an  attornment 
required  a  stamp.  It  is  true  that  an  attornment  requires 
no  stamp;  but  this  instrument  was  an  agreement  to  become 
tenant  to  Taylor,  and  not  a  mere  attornment.  In  Condsh 
v.  SeareU(c),  Holroyd  J.  gave  the  definition  of  an  attorn- 
ment:— ''When  the  original  landlord  parts  with  his  estate, 
and  transfers  it  to  another,  and  the  tenant  consents  to  hold 
of  that  other,  the  tenant  is  said  to  attorn  to  the  new  land- 
lord. The  attornment  is  the  act  of  the  tenant's  putting 
one  person  in  the  place  of  another  as  his  landlord."  In 
this  case  the  landlord  had  the  right  to  turn  out  the  defend- 
ant; instead  of  doing  which,  he  admits  him  as  tenant:  but 
that  is  not  an  attornment  {d).  [Coleridge  J.  There  are 
some  cases  where  an  instrument  operates  both  as  an  at- 
tornment and  an  acknowledgment  of  title,  and  it  has  been 
held  that  no  stamp  is  necessary.  Does  this  instrument  do 
more  than  admit  title  ?]     Yes;  it  creates  an  interest. 

Manning,  for  the  plaintiff,  claimed  a  right  to  shew  cause 
in  the  first  instance,  if  a  rule  should  be  granted,  notice 
having  been  given  to  the  defendant  to  that  effect ;  and  he 
cited  1  Tidd,  Pr.  499  (9th  ed.) 

(a)  6  N.  &  M.  633.  (c)  8  B.  &  C.  471 ;  5.  C.  1  Man. 

(b)  Saturday,  April  15th,  before  &  Ryl.  703. 
Lord  Benman  C.  J.,    LUtkdale,  (d)  See  Doe  v.  Boulter,  1  N.  & 
Patleufn,  and  Coleridge  Js.  P.  650. 


Doe 

V. 

Smith. 
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Lord  Den  MAN  C.J. — We  do  not  thiuk  you  are  entitled 
to  do  so. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  in  that  term, 
intimated  that  the  Court  was  of  opinion  there  should  be  a 
rule  on  the  former  point,  but  not  on  the  latter,  as  they 
thought  no  stamp  was  necessary  to  the  instrument. 

JSr/e  and  Manning  now  shewed  cause.  The  point  re- 
maining for  argument  is  very  short.  If  this  instrument 
were  a  lease,  it  would  require  a  9,1.  stamp;  if  a  counterpart 
or  a  duplicate,  the  stamp  it  bore  was  sufficient;  5b  Geo.  3, 
c.  184,  sched.  part  I,  Lease.  This  instrument  was  pro- 
duced as  a  counterpart,  under  a  judge's  order  to  admit,  and 
it  was  indorsed  as  a  counterpart.  It  is  laid  down  by  Utt. 
8.  S70, — ''  It  is  to  be  understood  that  if  the  indenture  be 
bipartite,  or  tripartite,  or  quadripartite,  all  the  parts  of  the 
indenture  are  but  one  deed  in  law,  and  every  part  of  the 
indenture  is  of  as  great  force  and  effect  as  all  the  parts 
together  be."  The  signature  therefore  by  the  landlord, 
which  it  will  be  contended  makes  it  a  lease,  was  superfluous 
in  respect  of  that  part  of  the  indenture  which  remained  in 
the  custody  of  the  lessor,  as  was  the  case  with  the  instru- 
ment in  question.  This  indenture  being  upon  the  face  of 
it  bipartite,  and  the  part  produced  being  in  the  possession 
of  the  lessor,  its  primary  character  is  that  of  counterpart. 
The  addition  of  the  execution  by  the  lessor  made  it  also 
a  duplicate,  but  not  the  original  lease.  The  original  lease 
belongs,  during  the  term,  to  the  lessee,  and  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  in  his  possession.  In  the  absence  of  evidence 
to  that  effect,  it  cannot  be  presumed,  first,  that,  contrary  to 
the  nature  of  bipartite  indentures,  one  instrument  only  was 
executed ;  and,  secondly,  that  this  single  instrument  was 
suffered  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  lessor,  who 
would  have  no  right  to  such  possession  until  the  expiration 
of  the  term,  when  indentures  of  lease  belong  to  the  lessor 
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as  part  of  the  muniments  of  bis  title :  Co,  Litt.  47  b,  48  a.  ^  1838. 
But  here  the  defendant  has  admitted  that  the  instrument 
produced  was  a  counterpart.  It  was  so  described  in  the 
notice  served,  and  he  had  an  opportunity  of  ascertaining 
whether  that  description  was  correct.  Not  having  chosen 
to  attend  at  the  office  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  he  must 
be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  that  description ;  and  the 
presumption  is  obvious,  that  having  the  original  lease  in 
bis  possession,  he  was  well  aware  that  the  document  in 
the  plaintiff's  possession  must  be  either  a  counterpart  or  a 
duplicate. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleti  and  R.  V.  Richards,  contrd.  The 
answer  to  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  that  this  instrument  was  a  counterpart.  It 
appeared  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  a  lease,  and  no  other  copy 
was  shewn  to  have  been  in  existence.  [Coleridge  J.  The 
defendant  had  agreed  to  admit  this  document  with  "  coun- 
terpart" indorsed  upon  it.]  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
defendant  ever  saw  that  indorsement,  and  if  he  had,  the 
indorsement  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  an  instrument.  The 
only  ground  on  which  doubt  can  be  entertained  is,  whether 
the  defendant,  by  his  admission,  has  precluded  himself 
from  taking  the  objection.  But  all  that  the  notice  requires 
the  defendant  to  admitris,  that  such  instruments  as  are 
described  to  be  originals,  and  such  as  are  described  to  be 
copies,  were  respectively  properly  executed.  This  instru- 
ment is  not  described  to  be  an  original,  and  it  turns  out  to 
be  one.  There  is  no  admission  therefore  on  the  subject. 
Suppose  the  notice  had  been  to  admit  the  copy  of  a  pro- 
bate, and  the  instrument  produced  were  not  a  copy  of  the 
probate  from  the  Prerogative  Court,  but  a  copy  made  in  an 
attorney's  office, — would  the  defendant  be  precluded  from 
taking  the  objection?  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the 
defendant  had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  the  instrument. 
He  relied  on  the  plaintiff's  statement  that  he  had  a  coun-i 
terpart,  and  agreed  to  admit  it.     He  then  finds  that  it  is 
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1838.  not  a  counterpart.  If  the  notice  had  called  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  admit  that  the  document  in  question  was  a 
counterpart,  he  would  then  have  been  bound  by  it ;  but  the 
terms  of  the  notice  are  not  to  that  effect. 

Little  DA  LB  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged.  Suppose  the  Stamp  Act  were  out  of  the 
question,  it  would  be  sufficient  for  the  landlord  to  have  put 
in  an  instrument  under  the  seal  of  the  defendant,  and  to  shew 
the  ground  of  forfeiture.  But  the  argument  is  that,  as 
there  are  stamp  acts,  it  must  be  seen,  for  the  protection 
of  the  revenue,  that  the  instrument  produced  is  properly 
stamped.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  admission  in  this  case, 
I  should  have  thought  the  stamp  was  insufficient,  because 
the  Stamp  Act  mentions  three  different  instruments, — 9, 
lease,  a  counterpart,  and  a  duplicate,  with  different  stamps 
on  the  two  last  from  that  required  for  the  first.  If  the 
NMtrument  be  signed  by  the  lessor,  it  is  not  a  counterpart, 
but  a  lease ;  or  if  there  were  proved  to  be  a  lease  in  exist- 
ence, it  is  a  duplicate.  Thus  it  would  have  stood  if  there 
had  not  been  an  admission.  Now,  suppose  in  the  notice 
this  instrument  bad  been  called  a  duplicate,  the  defendant 
would  have  had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  it,  and  if  he 
had  not  availed  himself  of  it,  he  could  not  object  at  the 
trial  that  it  was  a  lease,  and  not  a  duplicate.  In  this  case 
the  deed  has  been  admitted  as  a  counterpart,  which  it  is 
not  strictly ;  but  a  counterpart  requires  the  same  stamp  as  a 
duplicate,  and  therefore  I  think,  though  there  has  been  an 
inaccuracy  in  the  description,  that  the  defendant  is  bound 
by  the  admission. 

Patteson  J.— At  first  I  had  considerable  difficulty  upon 
this  point.  If  there  had  been  no  notice  in  this  case,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  instrument  was  inadmissible,  as  there 
was  no  evidence  of  there  being  any  other  lease  in  existence; 
and  this  is  a  lease  on  the  face  of  it.  But  still  I  think,  on 
the  meaning  of  the  terms  of  the  notice,  the  defendant  has 
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agreed  to  admit  this  instrument.  I  do  not  put  it  on  the 
terms  of  the  indorsement,  because  that  clearly  forms  no 
part  of  the  deed.  In  counting  the  number  of  folios  with 
reference  to  the  amount  of  the  stamp,  the  words  on  the 
back  of  the  deed  would  not  be  included.  But  the  defeud- 
ant  had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  this  document  before 
admitting  it,  and  might  then  have  refused  to  admit  as  a 
counterpart  that  which  appeared  to  be  a  lease.  Whether  he 
availed  himself  of  that  opportunity  or  not,  it  is  immaterial 
to  inquire ;  for  what  is  the  use  of  an  admission,  if  a  party 
is  afterwards  to  come  and  say, — I  did  not  know  what  I  was 
about  to  admit,  because  I  did  not  take  the  trouble  to  in- 
quire. It  is  quite  expedient  to  hold  that,  if  a  party  make 
an  admission  without  seeing  the  document,  he  should  be 
bound  by  his  admission. 

I  think  we  should  be  tying  parties  down  too  strictly  to 
the  terms  of  the  notice,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  this  docu- 
ment was  inadmissible,  because  it  was  described  as  a  coun- 
terpart, when  in  fact  it  was  a  duplicate. 

Coleridge  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that 
what  was  done  at  the  trial  was  perfectly  right.  It  has 
never  been  the  practice,  and  it  would  be  most  inconvenient 
to  call  witnesses  to  prove  that  the  document  produced  at 
the  trial  has  been  seen  by  the  party  admitting  it.  We 
ought  not  to  be  influenced  by  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  case.  But  I  ground  my  opinion  on  the  general  prin- 
ciple, that  an  admission  by  a  party  who  has  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  ascertaining  what  it  is  he  is  admitting,  must  be  taken 
as  if  he  had  made  full  inquiry.  If  the  defendant  had  in  this 
case  inspected  the  document,  he  might  have  said, — I  admit 
the  execution  of  this  instrument,  but  I  object  to  admit  it  as 
a  counterpart,  because  there  is  no  original  lease,  or  because 
I  have  the  original  lease,  and  it  varies  from  the  supposed 
counterpart.  He  would  then  have  put  the  other  party  on 
his  guard,  and  enabled  him  to  bring  the  proper  evidence 
forward  at  the  trial;  but  if  he  makes  the  admission,  he 
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18S&  lulk  hii  opponent  into  security;  and  therefore,  I  think, 
precludes  himtdf  from  taking  the  objection  at  m  future 
time.  The  case  put  as  to  the  admissbn  of  the  copy  of  a 
probate,  which  afterwards  turned  out  to  be  a  mere  unau- 
thorized copy  on  plain  paper,  made  in  an  attorney's  office, 
bears  no  similitude  to  the  present  case;  for  the  admis- 
sion in  that  case  would  be  of  the  copy  of  a  probate  made  in 
the  regular  way,  and  the  copy  put  in  would  be  of  a  differ- 
ent nature  altogether.  Here  the  instrument,  if  originally  a 
counterpart,  would  remain  a  counterpart,  though  the  lessor 
had  added  her  seal.  Here,  also,  the  defendant  admits  the 
execution  of  an  instrument  of  the  particular  description 
mentioned  in  the  notice. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  never  entertained  any  doubt  in 
this  case.  It  is  true  that  admissions  of  this  nature  may,  as 
has  been  suggested,  be  made  the  means  of  defrauding  the 
revenue ;  but  there  is  always  good  security  that  that  will 
be  protected  by  the  vigilance  of  the  contending  parties. 

Rule  discharged. 


^iday,  The  QuEBN  V.  BALDWIN. 

April  37/A. 

1.  Anaffida-    SiR  J.  CAMPBELL  A.  G.  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi 

d  Verdant  did   ^K"'***^  ^^^  defendant  for  a  criminal  information,  for  a  libel 

print  and  in-     in  the  Standard  newspaper.     The  affidavit  upon  which  the 

rule  was  obtained  stated,  that  **  the  defendant  did  print  and 


Bert  a  libel  in 
a  certain 


newspaper        insert  in  a  certain  newspaper  called  The  Standard,  a  certain 
Standard,  a      l>bel  relating  to  this  deponent,  a  copy  of  which  newspaper 

copy  of  which  ig  annexed    to   this   affidavit.*'      Affidavits   were  filed   in 
IS  annexed,  is  .     •    •         ,  .  .•       • 

not  sufficient    answer,  admittmg  the  publication, 
proof  of  pub- 
lication, so  as  to  furnish  ground  for  a  criminal  information. 

8.  Where  an  affidavit,  upon  which  a  rule  nisi  for  a  criminal  information  has  been 
obtained  for  a  libel,  omits  to  shew  publication,  the  prosecutor  cannot  afterwards,  when 
cause  is  shewn  against  the  rule,  avail  himself  of  affidavits  on  the  other  side,  in  which 
the  publication  is  admitted. 


Baldwin. 
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Sir  fV.  W.  Folleit  uow  shewed  cause  against  the  rule,         1838. 
and  objected  that  the  aflSdavit  upon  which  the  rule  had    j^^  Ojj^^n 
been  obtained,  did  not  swear  distinctly  to  the  fact  of  pub-      ^    v. 
lication. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  contri.  The  aflSdavits  which 
have  been  used  in  shewing  cause,  admit  the  publication. 

Lord  Denmam  C.  J. — You  cannot  resort  to  them ;  and 
if  the  Court  had  been  aware  of  any  fatal  defect  in  jour 
aflSdavits,  they  would  not  have  granted  the  rule. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  A  copy  of  the  Standard  news- 
paper is  stated  to  be  annexed  to  the  aflSdavit.  This  is  suf- 
cient  primft  facie  evidence  of  publication,  although  depo- 
nent does  not  say  where  he  bought  the  copy. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  do  not  think  that  is  even  primi 
facie  evidence ;  and  if  it  were,  we  ought  not  to  be  satisfied 
with  it,  when  it  is  so  easy  to  have  the  positive  fact  of  pub- 
lication ascertained. 

Little  DA  LB  J.  concurred. 

Patteson  J. — If  a  prosecutor  does  not  choose  to 
follow  the  plain  directions  of  the  statute  (38  Geo.  3,  c.  78,) 
which  are  for  the  express  purpose  of  facilitating  proof  of 
publication,  he  must  give  some  other  proof  of  a  clear  and 
positive  nature. 

Coleridge  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  (a). 

(a)  See  Waits  v.  Frtuer,  9  N.  &  P.  157. 


344  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN*S  BENCH, 

J83& 

MamJay^       DoB  d.  Madkins  tnd  another  v.  Horner  and  another. 
May  7iJL      ._ 
Bj  a  jodge*s     -I^ECTMENT  on  the  several  demises  of  Madkint  and 

ord«r,  which     ^j^^  Ume,  for  lands  in  Kent.     Particulars  of  demand  had 

tru  after-  * 

wards  made  a  been  given.     On  the  8th  of  March,   1836,    Mr.  Justice 

aJi  oMttm'io'  P^iteton^  at  chambers,  with  consent  of  the  parties,  made 

differeoce  in     an  order,  bj  which  ''  all  matters  in  difference  in  the  cause'' 

ejectment,        ^^f^  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  a  barrister.     The  costs 

bronght  on       of  th^  gy^^  anj  ^f  |he  reference  and  award,  to  abide  the 

two  several 

demises,  were  event  of  the  award,  and  no  writ  of  error  to  be  brought*     If 

Ilrtlitmo^i^the  ^^^  ^^^^^  should  be  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff 
costs  of  the  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  sign  judgment  against  the  defendant 
ence*to  a^idT  '"  ^^^  same  manner  as  if  the  cause  had  been  tried  at  Nisi 
the  event  of  Prius,  and  to  issue  a  writ  or  writs  of  possession  thereon, 
the  succeuful    ^^  obtain  possession  of  the  lands  sought  to  be  recovered, 

partj  to  sign     qq^j  3]^^  (q  proceed  in  the  usual  way  for  the  costs  on  such 

judgment,  as  if  ,  ^      ,  . 

the  action  had  judgment;  and  if  the  award  should  be  in  favour  of  the  de- 

NisJpriiw**    fendants,  then  the  defendants  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  sign 

and  to  proceed  judgment  as  if  the  cause  had  been  tried  at  Nisi  Prius  as 

way  for  the       aforesaid.     The  order  to  be  made  a  rule  of  Court 

ooeu  on  such  The  said  order  was  made  a  rule  of  Court,  and  the  arbi- 
judgroent.    In  ,   _  ,  ..  ,     ■  .  .  ■  •      a  «  • 

August,  18S7,  trator  duly  published  his  award  m  August,  I857>  the  mate- 

the  arbitrator  ^j^]  p^^.^  ^f  which,  after  recital  of  the  order  of  reference, 

the  plaintiflf  was  in   the  following  terms  : — ''  I  do  award  and  adjudge 

to"ccitlin**^  that  the  said  plaintiff  was  on  the  1st  day  of  March,  in  the 

Dart  of  the  year  1834,  and  still  is,  entitled  to  the  possession  of  a  certain 

to°be  recover-  P^^'  ^f  '*^  '""^^  iought  to  be  recovered  in  the  said  action 

ed  in  the  said  ^ihat  is  to  say),  of  a  strip  of  land,  partly  covered  with  water, 

action, 

namely,  (o  a 

certain  strip  of  land,  which  he  set  out  by  metes  and  bonnds.    No  attempt  was  made  to 

set  aside  the  award  itself,  but  judgment  having  been  entered  up,  a  rule  was  obtained 

by  the  defendants  in  liil.  T.  1838,  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  to  restrain  execution: 

Held, 

1.  That  the  defendants  must  be  confined  to  objections  appearing  on  the  face  of  the 
award,  as  if  they  were  shewing  cause  asainst  a  rule  for  an  attachment. 

9.  Per  lAttUdaU  and  Patte$on  Js.,  that  the  award  was  bod  on  the  face  of  it,  for  want 
of  finality,  because  it  professed  to  deal  with  part  only  of  the  premises  in  question,  and 
it  did  not  appear  that  the  residue  had  been  taken  into  consideration. 

3.  Per  Pttttewn  and  Coleridge  Js.,  that  it  was  likewise  bad  for  not  stating  on  which 
of  the  two  demises  plaiiuiff  had  succeeded. 

4.  Qtutre,  whether  it  was  not  incumbent  upon  the  arbitrator  to  award  to  the  plaintiff 
nominal  damages. 
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situate  in  the  parish  of  Woolwich,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  and         1838. 

intended  to  be  represented  by  the  yellow  colour  in  the  plan      ^^n/^^>^ 

or  map,  at  the  foot  of  this  my  award  (and  which  I  hereby  de-  d. 

dare  shall  be  taken  as  part  of  my  said  award),  which  said      Madkiiis 

■^  and  another 

strip  of  land  is  bounded,  8cc.  &c."  The  award  concluded  by  v, 

giving  a  minute  description  of  the  strip  of  land  in  question*   „nd°J|,^|h^er 

Ogle,  in  Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  judgment  which  bad  been  entered  up  should  not  be 
set  aside,  and  why  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  should  not  be 
restrained  from  issuing  execution,  upon  (amongst  others) 
the  following  grounds : — ^Tbat  the  arbitrator  had  not  finally 
decided  the  matters  in  difference  referred  to  him :  that  he 
had  not  awarded  any  damages  to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  the  award  was  not  in  favour  of  the  said  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  so  as  to  entitle  them  to  enter  up  judgment, 
pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  order  of  reference, 

Cresswell  vluA  Armstrong  now  shewed  cause.     The  arbi-  Fii-st  point: 
trator  has  finally  disposed  of  all  the  matters  in  difference  eirchnent  that 
referred  to  him,  for,  by  awarding  that  the  plaintiff  is  en-  the  plaintiff  is 
titled  to  "  a  certain  part  of  the  lands  sought  to  be  recovered,'*  «<  part  of  the 
he  awards,  by  necessary  implication,  that  the  defendants  **!"*'*»  issuffi- 
are  entitled  to  the  residue,  or  at  all  events,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  no  more.     If  the  action  had  been  in  assump- 
sit for  20/.,  an  award  of  10/.  to  the  plaintiff  would  be  con- 
clusive against  the  claim  for  any  thing  more.     An  award 
in  ejectment  differs  from  a  judgment  after  verdict,  for  an 
award  precludes  future  actions  for  the  same  land.     Dot  d. 
The  Drapers*  Company  v.  Wilson  (a)  shews,  that  the  plaintiff 
succeeding  in  ejectment,  has  a  right  to  judgment  generally, 
without  limitation  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  that  it  is  for 
him  to  take  care  that  the  writ  of  possession  does  not  issue 
for  too  much. 

The  next  objection  is,  that  the  arbitrator  has  not  awarded  Second  point: 
to  the  plaintiff  any  damages.     But  he  was  not  bound  to  do  ejectment  is 

so,  for  the  land  was  the  substantial  object  of  the  action,  referred,  and 

by  the  order 
(a)  2  Stark.  477.  of  reference 


346 


1838. 


d. 

MlDKIHS 

and  nnother 

V. 
HOHWER 

and  another. 

judgment  is  to 
CH!  signed  and 
costs  taxed,  as 
if  the  cause 
had  been  tried 
at  Nisi  Prius, 
the  arbitrator 
need  not  find 
any  damagesi 
if  he  awards 
for  the  plain- 
tiff. 
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and  not  damages.  Indeed^  he  had  no  power  to  award 
them,  for  although  judgment  may  be  signed  as  if  the  cause 
had  been  tried  at  Nisi  Prius,  yet,  not  having  the  power 
reserved  to  him,  he  could  not  enter  a  verdict ;  Huiehinson 
V.  Blackwell(a) ;  and  therefore  could  not  award  damages. 
[lAttkdak  J.  Can  you  have  judgment  entered  up  for  the 
costs  unless  there  are  nominal  damages  to  tax  the  costs 
upon?]  The  plaintiff's  title  to  costs  does  not  depend  upon 
the  Statute  of  Gloster,  but  upon  the  order  of  reference. 
[Littledak  S.  No  doubt  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs; 
my  only  doubt  is,  whether  he  can  have  judgment  entered 
for  the  costs,  as  no  damages  have  been  awarded*]  Perhaps, 
as  the  judgment  is  to  be  assimilated  to  judgment  after 
verdict  at  Nisi  Prius,  the  reference  itself  may  give  the 
plaintiff  a  right  to  damages ;  but  at  all  events  the  want  of 
damages  cannot  be  alleged  as  error  in  the  record,  for  by 
the  order  of  reference  no  error  is  to  be  brought.  In 
Wyhes  V.  Shiptonijb)  the  arbitrator  disposed  of  several 
issues  in  the  cause  referred  to  him  ;  but  his  award  was  set 
aside  because  he  had  neglected  to  assess  damages  on  a 
judgment  by  default,  which  the  defendant  had  suffered  to  a 
new  assignment.  There,  however,  the  arbitrator  had  clearly 
the  power  to  assess  the  damages  in  question,  for  a  verdict 
and  damages  had  been  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to 
the  reference.  Jnonymoiu  (c)  shews  that,  where  costs  are 
to  abide  the  event  of  an  award,  the  party,  in  whose  favour 
the  event  is  substantially  decided,  is  entitled  to  costs,  al- 
though no  express  directions  are  given.  There  can,  there- 
fore, be  no  difficulty  on  the  taxation  of  costs  in  this  case ; 
the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  costs  in  respect  of  the  strip 
of  land  recovered  by  him  ;  and  the  defendants  to  costs  in 
respect  of  the  residue. 


First  point.  Sir  W.  W.  FoUett  and  Ogle  conUk.      According  to  the 

argument  on  the  other  side,  the  arbitrator  might  have  con- 


(ci)  8  Bint;.  331. 
(6)  3  N.  &M.  210. 


(r)  1  Smith,  416, 
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fined  bis  award  to  a  single  perch  of  land,  although  there 
were  a  thousand  acres  in  dispute.  The  matter  in  differ-* 
ence  was  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  one  hand,  and  of 
the  defendant  on  the  other.  On  the  face  of  the  award  the 
arbitrator  professes  to  determine  upon  the  right  to  a  '*  cer- 
tain part  of  the  land''  only,  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
land,  it  does  not  appear  that  he  ever  took  it  into  his  consi* 
deration  at  all,  although  by  the  particulars  of  demand  it 
appeared  to  be  an  essential  matter  in  difference.  Where 
the  cause  is  referred,  and  particulars  are  given,  the  award 
must  adjudicate  upon  them  all,  even  though  some  of  them 
are  abandoned  before  the  arbitrator ;  Samuel  ▼•  Cooper  (a). 
[Patteson  J.  Suppose  in  assumpsit  for  several  claims  an 
award  made  that  the  defendant  owed  a  particular  sum  ?] 
That  might  be  sufficient,  for  the  particular  sum  might  be 
owing  in  respect  of  all  the  several  claims;  otherwise,  it 
would  not  be  sufficient,  even  if  some  of  the  claims  were  ad- 
mitted to  be  free  from  all  question ;  In  the  matter  of  the 
arbitration  between  Robson  v.  Raihton{b)*  A  verdict  may  be 
unobjectionable  which  disposes  only  of  some  of  the  claims 
sought  to  be  enforced,  but  an  award  must  carry  out  the 
objects  of  the  reference,  by  settling  every  thing  between  the 
parties.  If  the  award  had  decided  upon  all  the  closes,  no 
future  action  could  be  brought ;  Doe  d.  Morris  v.  Rosser  (c), 
but  a  fresh  ejectment  in  this  case  may  be  commenced  to- 
morrow. [Cresswell  here  mentioned  Dunn  v.  Murray  {d) 
to  shew  that  no  fresh  ejectment  could  be  brought.] 

Another  objection  to  this  award  is,  that  the  arbitrator 
has  not  said  on  which  demise  the  plaintiff  has  recovered  : 
this  may  make  a  material  difference  to  the  parties  on  the 
taxation  of  costs. 

The  award  again  is  bad,  because  no  damages  are  given. 
One  point  referred  was  as  to  the  ouster  by  defendants,  and 
the  damages  in  respect  thereof.  The  costs  are  to  follow 
the  events  that  is,  the  legal  event;  and  where  there  are  no 


Third  point: 
When  an 
ejectment  with 
two  demises 
IS  referred, 
costs  to  abide 
the  event;  if 
the  arbitrator 
finds  for  the 
plaintiff,  he 
must  specify 
on  which 
demise. 
Second  point. 


(a)  2Ad.&£l.75a;S.C.4N. 
&  M.  520. 

(6)  1  B.  &  Ad.  723. 


(c)  3  East,  15. 

(<0  9  B.  &  C.  780;  4  Mann.  & 
R.  571. 
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1898.  daoNig^s  there  am  be  no  ootU.  Wyka  v.  SUpimi  (a)  k  so 
far  very  like  tbe  present  case.  Tbe  event  indeed  in  tkis 
case  is  altogether  equivocal,  so  that  it  is  diflBcult  to  say 
which  party  is  entitled  to  costs;  In  the  arbitraiiom  of  Ltemf 
img  and  Fearuk^{b). 

The  arbitrator  has  not  said  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  the  term,  but  merely  to  possession. 
Fourth  point:       But  there  are  other  objections  to  the  award,  not  appear- 

?n^{l2'^<!^"or  ^"V  ^  ^^^  ^^^  ^f  1^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  appears  from  the  autho- 
an  award,  may  nty  of  WrtglUwm  V.  B]fwaUr(e\  may  be  taken  advantage 
any  time,  on  o^*  ^^  8Q  application  of  this  kind,  which  is  not  to  set  aside 
to  "^^''1?^'^  the  award  itself,  but  the  judgment  upon  it« 
the  judgment  [The  Court  intimated  that  they  must  confine  themselves 
entered  up  on   to  objecUons  on  the  face  of  the  award.] 

Fifth  point :  LiTTLEDALB  J.(J)— A  question  might  perhaps  have  been 
the^face^ofan  ^^%%^^^^t  whether,  at  this  distance  of  time,  we  can  enter- 
award  may  be  tain  this  rule  at  all;  because,  although  the  object  of  it  is 
time  Vn  an^  "^^  ^^  ^^  aside  the  award,  yet  the  effect  will  be  the  same. 
application  to  I  think,  however,  that  the  defendants  may  by  this  rule  take 

ftet  aside  the  ,  .       -  ■      i-  i>    ■  i    •  •!• 

judgment.         ^^J  objections  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  award,  just  as  if 

they  were  shewing  cause  against  a  rule  for  an  attachment, 
on  account  of  their  disobedience  to  the  awards  It  may  be 
said  that  in  this  case  they  originate  the  objections,  and  are 
not  defending  themselves  against  an  enforcement  of  the 
award;  but  the  distinction  is  one  of  form  merely, and  ought 
not  to  preclude  them. 
First  point.  Is  the  award  then  bad  on  the  face  of  it?     By  the  order 

of  reference,  all  matters  in  difference  in  the  cause  were  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration.  The  declaration  in  the  cause  was 
general,  containing  no  description  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, but  the  arbitrator  does  not  even  profess  to  decide 
upon  all  matters  in  difference,  for  he  says  that  the  plaintiff 
''  is  entitled  to  a  certain  part  of  the  lands  sought  to  be 
recovered."     It  has  been  contended  that  by  these  expres- 

(a)  3  N.  &  M.  340.  ((0  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  was  at 

(6)  5  B.  &  Ad.  403.  the  Privy  Council. 

{c)  3  M.  &  W.  199. 
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sions  be  virtually  determines  that  the  residue  of  the  lands        J886. 
belonged  to  the  defendants,  or  at  all  events  that  it  did  not      '"^'^^ 
belong  to  the  plaintiffs.    This  might  be  his  meaning,  but  d. 

it  is  not  expressed,  nor  is  it  to  be  gathered  by  necessary      Mabkins 
implication  from  what  is  expressed.     Suppose  a  reference  v. 

of  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  to  recover  50/.,  as  the  ^^  another, 
price  of  a  horse,  and  50/.  as  the  price  of  a  bale  of  cloth; 
an  award  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  50/.  for  the  horse, 
would  certainly  leave  the  other  claim  for  cloth  quite  open. 
So  in  this  case,  the  dispute  as  to  the  residue  of  the  lands  in 
question  is  left  unsettled;  and  though  a  verdict  iu  eject- 
ment determines  nothing  conclusively,  so  as  to  prevent 
future  actions  in  respect  of  the  same  property,  yet  an  award 
ought  to  be  quite  final.  1  do  not  say  whether  it  should  set 
out  the  property  by  metes  and  bounds,  but  it  should  do 
something  with  respect  to  every  part  of  the  property. 

I  have  some  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  another  objection.  Third  poinr. 
viz.  that  the  award  does  not  particularize  the  demise  on 
which  the  plaintiff  has  recovered.  Whether  he  is  entitled  on 
the  one  demise  or  the  other,  may  make  a  difference  in  the 
taxation  of  costs.  Where  at  Misi  Prius  a  verdict  has  been 
taken  generally  in  ejectment  on  several  demises,  any  mistake 
with  respect  to  costs  may  be  set  right  by  the  judge's  notes. 

Patteson  J. — I  think  the  defendants  must  be  confined  Fourth  point. 
to  objections  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  award,  just  as  if 
they  were  defending  themselves  against  an  action  upon  it 
or  an  attachment,  and  I  cannot  see  that  Wrightion  v.  By- 
water{d)  decides  any  thing  to  the  contrary.  Now  on  the  First  point. 
face  of  it  this  award  cannot  be  held  good,  unless  by  im- 
porting into  it  something  which  is  not  expressed.  The 
arbitrator  has  said  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  possession 
of  a  certain  part  of  the  lands  in  question,  are  we  therefore 
to  infer  that  he  says  also  that  defendants  are  entitled  to  the 
residue,  and  to  their  costs  in  respect  of  it  7  We  have  a 
declaration  with  general  words,  and  whether  the  particulars 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  199. 


1838. 
Dot 

Madkins 
and  another 

Horn BR 
and  another. 
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of  demand  gave  an  accurate  description  of  the  premises  or 
not  is  immaterial,  for  we  cannot  look  to  tkem.  If  the  arbi- 
trator, after  awarding  a  certain  part  to  the  plaintiff,  had 
added  the  words  **  and  no  more/*  it  would  have  been  more 
explicit,  but  I  do  not  think  even  that  would  have  done.  If 
by  implication  the  defendants  have  all  the  residue  of  the  lands 
awarded  to  them,  they  would  have  a  right  to  costs  for  de- 
fending their  claim  to  so  much,  and  also  to  set  up  the  award 
as  a  conclusive  answer  to  any  subsequent  action  by  the 
same  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  it.  But,  except  by  extraneous 
evidence,  we  cannot  know  that  the  arbitrator  has  ever  taken 
the  residue  into  his  consideration,  and  if  defendants  have  a 
title,  they  had  a  right  to  have  it  found  under  the  hand  of  the 
arbitrator,  and  to  have  something  more  than  mere  inference 
and  implication  to  set  up  against  any  subsequent  action. 
Third  point.  I  think  the  award  is  bad  also  for  not  saying  on  which 

demise  the  plaintiff  is  entitled.  The  costs  are  to  abide  the 
event,  and  the  event  is  not  ascertained  in  such  a  way  that 
the  costs  can  be  properly  taxed.  The  same  field  may  cer- 
tainly have  been  recovered  by  the  plaintiff,  partly  on  one 
demise  and  partly  on  the  other,  but  if  so,  it  should  have 
been  so  expressed.  Without  wishing  at  all  to  depart  from 
the  general  practice,  that  the  Courts  will  not  be  astute  to 
set  aside  awards,  I  must  say  that  in  my  opinion  this  award 
cannot  be  enforced. 


Coleridge  J. — The  defendants  must  be  confined  to 
Fourth  point,  objections  on  the  face  of  the  award,  just  as  if  they  were 
shewing  cause  against  a  rule  for  an  attachment.  The  plain- 
tiff has  got  judgment;  that  judgment  stands  upon  the 
award,  and  that  award  has  been  allowed  to  stand  unques- 
tioned up  to  this  time.  Ought  the  defendants  then  to  be 
in  a  better  situation  than  if  they  were  shewing  cause  against 
an  attachment?  In  Wrightson  v.  Bywater{a)  this  point 
never  arose,  and  after  all  the  award  there  was  held  good. 
First  point.  I  must  however  say,  considering  the  desire  of  the  Courts 

(<f)  3  M.  &  W.  199. 
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to  sustain  awards,  that  I  have  doubts  whether  the  arbitra- 
tor, by  awarding  to  plaintiff  a  certain  part  of  the  subject  in      ^^T^ 
dispute,  has  not  also  by  necessary  implication  awarded  that  d. 

he  is  entitled  to  no  more;  and  if  he  had  said  in  terms  that    g„d^g,|^'ther 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  no  more,  I  think  enough  would  v- 

have  been  done.  It  is  material  in  this  case,  I  admit,  that  ^q^  another. 
the  arbitrator  professes  only  to  deal  with  part  of  the  matters 
in  difference,  and  if  I  were  compelled  to  come  to  a  con- 
clusion on  this  point,  I  might  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court.  But  I  must  say  I  have  no  difficulty  on  the  other 
point.  The  arbitrator,  by  not  stating  on  which  demise  the 
plaintiff  has  recovered,  has,  in  substance,  omitted  to  state 
which  of  two  plaintiffs  has  recovered. 

With  regard  to  the  non- assessment  of  damages,  it  is  un*  Second  point, 
necessary  to  express  any  opinion,  but,  it  appears  to  me,  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  order  of  reference,  was  empowered  to  pro- 
ceed exactly  as  if  he  had  obtained  a  verdict  at  nisi  prius, 
which  would,  I  think,  have  entitled  him  to  sign  judgment 
for  nominal  damages,  although  the  arbitrator  himself  had 
perhaps  no  jurisdiction  to  award  them. 

Rule  absolute. 


TiieMby, 


Tlie  Queen  v.  The  Mayor  and  Town  Clerk  of  Evesham. 

Jl  ALFOURD  Serjt.  in  Easter  term  last,  had  obtained  a  xheminutei 

rule  calling  upon  the  Mayor  and  Town  Clerk  of  the  bo-  of  a  meeting 

rough  of  Evesham,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  mandamus  council  ought 

should  not  issue  directed  to  them,  commanding  them  to  ^^  ^  drawn 

,  ,  ,  up  and  tigned 

enter  m  the  mmute-book  of  the  council  of  that  borough,  by  the  chair- 

the  resolution  passed  at  a  meeting  of  the  council,  held  on  ^i^eofthe 

the  3d  December,  1836.  meeting,  under 

From  the  affidavit  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  it  '|r,  4^^.  76. 

appeared  that  some  of  the  members  of  the  town-council  of 

Evesham,  in  November  1836,  had  called  upon  Dr.  Cooper, 

the  then  mayor,  to  convene  a  special  meeting  of  the  borough 

for  the  purpose  of  taking  into  consideration   a   charity, 

VOL.  III.  A  A 
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1838.  called  Deacle't  charity.  The  mayor  baviDg  refused  to  call 
^^"^^^  the  meeting,  five  of  the  town-cooncil  convened  a  meeting 
e  ^v'Bv  ^^^  ^^  ^  December,  1856 ;  and  at  the  meeting  assembled 
%Uyw  te.  of  in  consequence,  at  which  the  five  members  of  the  council 
who  signed  the  requisition,  and  the  town-clerk  atlendedi 
one  of  the  members  of  the  council  present,  who  was  an 
alderman  of  the  borough,  was  placed  in  the  chair,  and 
divers  resolutions  were  passed  respecting  the  charity.  The 
affidavit  then  stated,  that  the  town-clerk|  at  such  meeting, 
caused  a  draft  to  be  made  iu  writing  of  such  resolutions, 
which  the  chairman  took  home  to  revise  before  entering  it, 
and  the  chairman  having  so  revised  such  draft,  be  caused  a 
fair  copy  thereof,  signed  by  himself,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
town*clerk  on  the  day  after  the  meeting.  The  affidavit 
then  stated,  that  the  town*clerk  had  neglected  to  enter  the 
minutes  in  consequence  of  a  protest  from  the  mayor  that 
the  meeting  of  Sd  December  was  irregular ;  and  that  at  a 
quarterly  meeting  of  the  town  councili  held  on  the  8th 
Februaryi  18S7t  a  resolution  was  passed^  and  a  minute  en« 
tered,  ordering  the  town-clerk  not  to  enter  any  minute  of 
the  meeting  of  council  held  on  the  Sd  December,  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  an  invalid  and  irregular  meeting.  An 
affidavit  of  Dr.  Cooper  and  others,  setting  out  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  was  filed  in  answer. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  and  C.  Cooper  on  a  former  day  (May  Stti) 
shewed  cause.  I.  This  mandamus  is  improperly  directed. 
The  major  and  town-clerk  have  no  more  power  over  the 
minutes  than  any  other  member  of  the  council.  IL  The 
application  is  wrongly  conceived ;  for  it  is  clear  from  s.  6i) 
of  5  8c  6  TF.  4,  c.  76,  that  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings 
of  a  meeting  should  be  made  at  the  time,  and  be  signed  by 
the  chairman ;  the  words  are,  "  minutes  of  the  proceedings 
of  all  such  meetings  shall  be  drawn  up  and  fairly  entered 
into  a  book  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose,  and  shall  be  signed 
by  the  mayor,  alderman,  or  councillor  presiding  at  such 
meetinjp/' 


The  QuEf  N 
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Talfourd  Seijt.  contri.  The  practice,  and  the  only  con- 
venient practice,  in  all  these  cases  is,  for  the  town-clerk  to 
ttike  rough  minntes  at  the  time,  which  may  be  afterwards  en*  «. 

tered  in  a  book  kept  for  the  purpose.    The  intention  of  the   ^^^^g^^,  ^^ 
legislature  was  to  legalise  this  practice,  for  otherwise  the 
minutes  could  not  be  fairly  entered,  during  the  interrup* 
tions  to  which  the  meeting  may  be  subjected. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — ^The  parties  who  make  this  appli- 
cation are  themselves  in  fault.  Section  69  directs  the 
chairman  of  the  meeting  to  sign  the  minutes ;  and  if  a 
question  be  raised  as  to  the  correct  method  of  taking  the 
minutes  of  a  meeting,  we  must  hold,  on  the  words  of  the 
act,  that  they  ought  to  be  taken  at  the  time  when  the  meet- 
ing is  held. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.  concurred. 

Patteson  J. — On  the  words  of  the  act,  I  think  it  clear 
that  the  minutes  should  be  drawn  up  at  the  time,  and 
signed  at  the  time.  This  may  be  occasionally  an  incon- 
venient practice,  and  it  might  be  better  that  the  town-clerk 
should  draw  up  rough  minutes,  and  that  the  chairman 
should  sign  when  they  are  entered  subsequently  in  the 
book  kept  for  the  purpose.  Such  a  practice  would  pro- 
bably not  be  void,  as  the  irregularity  might  be  cured  by 
the  subsequent  signature ;  but  if  we  are  called  upon  to 
isaue  a  mandamus,  we  must  be  sure  that  there  is  a  strict 
legal  ground  for  the  application. 

CoLSRiDes  J. — We  are  called  upon  to  issue  a  manda- 
mus to  the  mayor  and  town-clerk  to  enter  the  minutes  of  a 
meeting  of  town  council.  But  if  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
town-derk  to  enter  the  minutes,  it  must  be  his  duty  to  do  so 
at  the  time  of  the  meeting,  and  not  afterwards.  It  is  im- 
portant that  the  minutes  should  be  entered  at  the  time,  for 
if  only  rough  minutes  are  taken,  which  are  entered  at  a  sub- 
sequent time,  there  can  be  no  certainty  that  an  accurate 
record  of  what  actually  took  place  is  preserved. 

Rule  discharged. 
A  A  8 
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The  QcE£N  V.  The  Wardens  and  Overseers  of  the  Poor 
^     ^  and  Inhabitants  of  the  Parish  of  St.  Satiour's,  South- 

May  lOlA.  WARK. 

1.  The  Coort,  glR  F.  POLLOCK,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  ob- 

in  the  exercise  *  "^ 

of  their  dit-     tained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why 

iSndamut**^  they  should  not  pay  to  the  prosecutors  their  costs  for  their 

Act  h  WillAy  applications  for  the  two  writs  of  mandamus  in  this  c^se(a\ 

grant  ootu  to   ^^^  ^^^^  ^he  costs  of  the  writs  and  of  .this  application,  under 

the  prMJcu-      the  1  Will.  4,  c,  21. 
ton,  although 
there  may  have 

S^i"  of "'      Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  and  E.  Perry,  now  shewed  cause 

law  raised  on   for  the  inhabitants.     In  doubtful  cases  like  the  present, 

2.%Vhere  a  ^hen  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  Law  is  required  as  a  guide, 

return  to  a       the  practice  of  this  Court  has  been  never  to  grant  costs : 

shewing  cause  -R^  v*  ^'^  Commissioners  of  ike  Harbour  of  Rye  (&)•  R^^ 
for  disobedi.  r^g  £^^j  ^-  ^^g  j^f^,^^j,  ^f  Q^^^jii^  (^N    i^j,ji  g^^^^n  V. 

ence  to  the  •'  •'  ' 

writ,  is  made  The  Thames  and  Isis  Navigation  (d).    In  Rex  v.  The  Lord 

5A*fj£'"  0/  the  Manor  of  Oiuidle(c),  Lord  Denman  C,  J.  said,— 

rish,  ifthere-  '<  The  granting  of  costs  is  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the 

cd  the  Court  Court,  and  this  case  has  been  much  too  doubtful  a  one  to 

in  granting       warrant  their  doing  so  in  this  in-stance.*'     Besides,  the  inha- 

costs,  will  as-    , .  ,  ,    ,        .  ,    ^  1    . 

certain  which    bitants  have  succeeded  on  the  mam  ground  of  their  opposition 

tan^'T'dnedVn  ^®  ^^^  ^^^^ » ^'^^^  ^^^^^  contested  the  right  of  the  chaplains  to 

making  the  re-  receive  their  stipends;  but  on  examining  the  returns  and 

\h?AT^^  the  affidavits,  it  will  be  found  that  they  objected  to  make 

costs  absolute  a  rate  for  church  repairs,  when  the  wardens  had  other  funds 

'    for  the  purpose ;  and  this  was  conceded  on  the  argument  to 

be  a  good  objection.     It  may  be  said  that  it  is  hard  for  the 

chaplains  not  to  get  their  costs;  but  they  have  obtained  a 

great  benefit  from  the  decision  of  the  Court,  as  it  gives 

them  a  right  to  have  a  rate  made  every  year  to  defray  their 

salaries.     If  the  Court  makes  the  rule  absolute,  how  is  it  to 

(a)  See  Rej  v.  The  Wardens  of  (6)  6  B.  &  Ad.  1094,  n. 

Si.  Saviour%  1  N.  &  P.  496;  Re-  (c)  1  A.  &  E.  290,  n.  «99;   S 

gina  V.  The  Wardens,  4r.  of  St,  N.  &  M.  484. 

Savmr*s,  3  N.  &  P.  126.  (lO  5  A.  &  E.  817. 
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be  enforced?     Is  every  inhabitant  to  be  made  liable  in        isse. 
solido,  whether  he  opposed  the  writ  or  not  ?  or  are  all  the      ^•^v-^-' 
costs  to  be  obtained  from  any  one  individual  whom  the  pro-  ^^ 

secutors  may  sinde  out  ?  Tlie  Wardens 

•^       ^  &c.  of 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  contrjl.  The  question  is,  not  whether  Southwakk/ 
any  one  shall  be  punished  for  raising  a  question  of  law, 
but  whether  parties  who  succeed  in  establishing  a  right  are 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  litigation  raised  by  others.  Jus- 
tice will  not  be  done  if  the  chaplains  do  not  get  their  cost^. 
It  was  not  their  fault  that  other  questions  of  church  rates 
may  have  been  mixed  up  with  the  arguments.  They  have 
come  to  the  Court  to  enforce  certain  statutes,  and  they 
have  succeeded.  The  costs  in  this  case  will  not  be  felt  to 
the  extent  of  a  farthing  each  by  the  inhabitants,  but  they 
would  be  ruinous  were  they  to  fall  on  the  chaplains.  Be- 
sides, the  wardens  have  ample  funds  of  the  parish,  out  of 
which  all  the  costs  may  be  paid.  [PaUeson  J.  My  diffi- 
culty is  to  discover  who  the  inhabitants  are  against  whom 
the  rule  is  to  be  enforced.]  No  greater  difficulty  can  arise  in 
this  case  than  in  any  other  where  inhabitants  are  parties. 
There  might  be  a  difficulty  in  selecting  any  one  individual, 
but  the  parties  who  opposed  the  writ  are  undoubtedly 
liable. 

Lord  DfiNMAN  C.J. — We  have  felt  great  difficulty  in 
this  case  in  satisfying  ourselves  against  whom  the  rule 
should  be  made  absolute ;  but  on  consideration  we  think 
no  difficulty  will  be  found  in  moulding  the  rule  so  as  to 
meet  the  case.  It  is  quite  clear,  although  many  points 
Were  raised  on  the  different  arguments,  that  the  chaplains 
are  entitled  to  their  stipends  out  of  the  rate,  and  they  ought 
not  to  be  made  to  pay  for  maintaining  their  rights.  I  can- 
not conceive  a  greater  act  of  oppression  than  to  suffer  a 
large  body  to  obstruct  individuals  in  the  assertion  of  their 
rights,  without  any  risk  to  themselves.  The  recent  act(n) 
gives  us  a  discretionary  power  over  costs ;  and  in  the  exer^^ 
(a)  I  ITi//.  4,  c.«l. 
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cise  of  that  discretion,  we  can  find  out  who  the  parties  op* 

posing  the  execution  of  the  writ  were.    The  rule  therefore 

V.  will  be  absolute  against  all  those  who  made  a  return. 

The  Waideni 

&c.  of 
Si.  Saviour's,      Littledale,  Patteson,  and  CoLEEiDGE;  Js.  concurred. 

SouiawABx. 

Hindmarsh,  for  the  wardens^  subsequently  applied  that 
the  rule  should  not  be  absolute  against  the  wardens  in  their 
personal  character;  to  which  the  Court  assented. 

Rule  absolute. 


The  rule  was  drawn  up  in  the  following  form  :— 

''  Upon  hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  it  is  ordered  that  the  defend- 
ants do  pay  to  the  prosecutors  or  their  attorney  their  costs  of  the  appli- 
cations made  for  the  two  writs  of  mandamus  issued  in  this  prosecution^ 
and  also  the  costs  of  the  said  writs  and  incident  thereto,  and  the  costs 
of  this  application ;  but  that  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  shall  not 
be  personally  liable  as  such.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  such  costs 
be  taxed  by  the  coroner  and  attorney  of  this  Court," 


Thursday,  MuRLEY   V.  M'DeRMOTT. 

May  10th, 

1.  Trespass  XRESPASS.  The  second  count  was  for  breaking  and 
for  throwing  prostrating  a  certain  wall  of  the  plaintiff,  bounded  towards 
Pleas— 1.  that  the  north  by  a  workshop  of  the  defendant,  and  towards  the 

no^t  The  waU*of  ®°"''*  ^y  *  bwi'^'^g  ^f  ^^^  plaintiff,  and  for  taking  and  car- 
the  plaintiflF;     pying  away  the  materials  thereof.     Pleas,  to  second  count, 

wall  was  a        !•  ^^^  guilty:  2,  that  the  said  wall  was  not  the  wall  of  the 

party-wall, 

standing  partly  on  land  of  the  plaintiff,  partly  on  land  of  the  defendant.    The  contest  at 

the  trial  was,  as  to  whom  the  wall  belonged.    The  jury  found  that  it  was  a  party-wall : 

— Held,  that  upon  this  finding  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  verdict  on  the  first  issue, 

as  the  plaintiff  on  that  plea  was  bound  to  prove  that  the  whole  wall  was  his. 

S.  Semble,  that  the  plea  of  the  wall  being  a  party-wall,  is  no  answer  to  a  trespass  to 
the  whole  wall. 

3.  Where  the  issue  between  purchasers  of  two  lots  at  a  sale,  was  as  to  parcel  or  no 
parcel,  a  handbill,  describing  the  lots  in  question,  which  was  circulated  ifn  the  auction 
room  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  is  admissible  in  evidence,  in  order  to  apply  the  language  in 
the  deed  of  conveyance  which  described  the  premises  as  those  now  m  the  occupation  of 
A*  B,,  with  all  buildings  &c.  known  or  reputed  to  be  parcel  thereof. 
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plaiotiff :  3.  that  the  said  wall  was  the  wall,  soil  and  free-        18S8. 
bold  of  the  defendant :  4.  that  the  said  wall  was,  at  the  said      "^^^^ 
time  whea  8cc.,  a  party^wall  standing,  being  erected  and  v. 

built  partly  on  land  of  the  plaintiff  and  partly  on  land  of  the  M'Dibmott. 
defendant. 

At  the  trial  at  the  last  Somersetshire  assizes,  before  Bo- 
sanquet  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  matter  in  dispute  was  as  to 
the  right  to  a  wall  dividing  the  premises  of  the  parties, 
which  abutted  to  the  north  on  a  workshop  of  the  defend- 
ant's, and  to  the  south  on  a  building  of  the  plaintiflf 's.  Both 
parties  claimed  the  entire  wall.  The  act  of  trespass  com- 
plained of  was  the  stripping  oflf  some  thatch,  which  served 
as  a  coping  on  the  top  of  the  wall.  It  appeared  that  the 
premises  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  had  been  in 
one  possession  till  the  year  1837,  when  they  were  sold  sepa- 
rately in  lots,  at  an  auction.  The  plaintiff's  property  was 
described  in  the  conveyance  made  to  him  after  the  sale,  to 
which  the  defendant  was  also  a  party,  as  "  all  that  messuage 
and  dwelling-house,  with  the  garden,  workshop  and  build- 
ings behind  the  same,  situate  in  a  street  called  the  Sheep 
Market  Street,  formerly  called  Cross  Tree  Street,  in  the 
town  of  Crewkeme  aforesaid,  many  years  aforesaid  in  the 
possession  of  one  John  Wilie,  and  now  in  the  occupation  of 
George  Howe  as  tenant  thereof,  together  with  all  houses, 
outhouses,  buildings,  &c.,  known  or  reputed  to  be  parcel 
thereof.''  The  defendant's  premises  were  described  m  the 
same  conveyance  in  similar  language,  as  *'  now  in  the  occu- 
pation of  — -  Priddk"  The  plaintiff  proved  acts  of  own- 
ership exercised  by  the  occupier  of  his  premises  with 
respect  to  the  wall,  and  on  the  plaintiff's  side  of  the  wall  it 
appeared  that  there  had  been  a  building  supported  by  it  for 
at  least  forty  years.  The  defendant  proved  that  a  building 
on  his  side  of  the  wall  had  rested  upon  it  for  twenty  years, 
and  in  order  to  prove  that  the  whole  wall  passed  to  him  in 
the  conveyance,  he  put  in  a  handbill,  describing  by  their 
quantity  of  frontage  the  lots  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  and 
himself,  which  was  circulated  at  the  auction)  and  was  thercf 
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18S8.        seen  by  the  plaintiff *8  agent.    This  evidence  was  objected 

to,   but  was  received  by  the  learned  judge.     The  jury 

'"'      found  on  the  first  and  third  issues  for  the  plaintiff,  and  on 

M*DiaMOTT.  ||,g  fourth  for  the  defendant ;  whereupon  the  learned  judge 

ordered  the  verdict  on  the  second  issue  to  be  entered  for 

the  defendant  also. 

Erie,  on  a  former  day  (a)  in  this  term,  moved  for  a  rule 
nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second  issue, 
and  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  fourth 
issue.     He  also  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  evidence. 

On  the  fourth  issue  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment 
Don  obstante  veredicto.  The  plaintiff  complains  of  a  tres- 
pass to  the  whole  wall :  the  defendant  professes  to  answer 
the  whole  count,  but  in  effect  justifies  the  alleged  tres- 
pass as  to  half  the  wall  only.  [PattesonJ.  Though  the 
plea  may  be  demurrable,  that  does  not  entitle  you  to  have 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.]  It  is  no  answer  to  the 
plaintiff's  complaint.  On  the  second  issue  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  verdict;  for  the  finding  of  the  jury  that  the 
wall  is  a  party-wall,  standing  partly  on  the  plaintiff's  land, 
establishes  that  half  the  wall  is  the  wall  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  other  half  the  wall  of  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff's  and 
defendant's  property  divide  ad  medium  filum  muri;  the  wall 
therefore  must  be  considered  as  two  walls ;  and  a  trespass 
having  been  proved  to  the  whole,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  verdict.  In  Cubilt  v.  Porter  {b)  it  was  held,  that  where 
two  persons  are  tenants  in  common  of  a  party-wall,  a 
justification  of  trespass  to  the  whole  wall,  by  one  of  the 
tenants,  in  an  action  by  the  other,  is  good ;  but  it  appears, 
from  Mails  v.  Hawkins  (c),  that  it  does  not  follow,  be- 
cause two  persons  have  a  party-wall,  that  they  are  therefore 
tenants  in  common,  and  that  if  the  wall  is  built  half  on  the 
land  of  each,  so  much  of  the  wall  is  the  exclusive  property 

(a)  April  S4th,  before  Lord  Den-         (6)  2  Mann.  &  Ry.  U67;  5.  C 
mtn  C.  J.,   IMtUddCf   Pattaan,     8  B.  &  C.  257. 
and  Coleridgf,  Ji.  (c)  5  Taunt.  SO. 
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ot  each  party.    The  facts  of  the  present  case  bring  it  within         i838. 
Matts  V.  Hawkimifl) :  for  the  finding  of  the  jury  establishes 
that  the  half  of  the  wall  abutting  on  the  defendant's  pro-  vV 

perty  is  the  back  of  his  workshop,  and  the  other  half  is  the   MOJermott. 
plaintiff's  wall. 

With  regard  to  the  admission  of  evidence,  the  criterion  at 
the  trial  was,  what  had  been  in  the  occupation  of  Howe, 
and  what  in  Priddle*s.  The  defendant  put  in  evidence  a 
handbill,  containing  a  description  of  the  land  to  be  sold  by 
auction,  and  which  described  the  property  he  bought  as 
having  so  many  feet  of  frontage.  The  criterion  of  frontage 
referred  to  in  the  handbill,  was  quite  different  from  that  in 
the  deed  as  to  the  reputed  occupation  of  the  tenants.  The 
effect  of  the  handbill  therefore  was  to  vary  the  description 
in  the  deed,  which  makes  it  inadmissible. 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court.  After  stating  the  pleadings,  his  lordship 
continued  thus : — The  foundation  of  the  motion  as  to  the 
second  issue  is,  that  regard  being  had  to  the  finding  on  the 
fourth,  it  must  be  taken  that  there  are  two  walls, — one  on 
the  plaintiff's  land,  and  his  property — the  other  on  the  de- 
fendant's, and  his  property;  and  as  a  trespass  has  been 
proved  on  that  wall,  or  that  portion  of  the  two  united  walls 
which  stands  on  plaintiff's  land,  and  is  his  property,  the 
second  plea  is  negatived,  and  the  issue  should  be  found  for 
him ;  and  it  is  said  the  abuttals  in  the  declaration  present 
no  difficulty  in  the  way  of  this  finding,  for  that  the  portion 
of  wall  on  the  north  of  the  plaintiff's  wall  is  only  the  back 
wall  of  the  defendant's  workshop  and  building.  But  we 
are  of  opinion  that  this  reasoning  cannot  prevail :  it  is  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  brought  his  action  for  an  alleged  trespass  on 
the  whole  of  that  which  the  jury  have  found  to  be  a  party- 
wall,  as  one  entire  building,  erected  on  his  own  land ;  and 
the  struggle  in  the  cause  was,  as  to  the  property  in  the 

(<i)  5  Taant.  80. 
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18S8.  whole  wall ;  and  OMsuming  that,  from  the  juiy*8  findingy  we 
^1^^^^^  mutt  take  it  there  are  two  walls,  one  on  the  land  of  each 
party,  that  same  finding  shews  that  these  two  walls  abut  on 
each  other;  and  the  plaintiff  consequently  has  failed  to 
prove  his  property  in  the  wall  described  by  its  abuttala  in 
the  declaration.  The  fact  that  the  defendant's  workshop 
and  other  buildings  of  the  defendant,  mentioned  in  the 
deelaratioui  are  built  against,  with  their  roof  resting  on,  Ibe 
top  of  the  united  walls,  does  not  make  that  wall,  which 
stands  on  the  defendant's  land,  a  portion  of  themselfes; 
they  are  not  therefore  the  abuttals,  but  the  wall  itself  is  the 
abuttal  to  the  plaintiff's  wall.  If  the  verdict  is  rightly 
entered  on  the  second  issue,  it  is  unnecessary  to  grant  any 
rule  for  the  purpose  of  considering  whether  the  fourth  be  a 
good  plea.  Nothing  would  depend  on  that  plea  but  the 
coats  of  the  issue,  which  must  be  inconsiderable,  as  all  the 
evidence  applicable  to  it  is  also  material  to  the  second. 
Upon  the  defendant's  allowing  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  this 
issue,  there  will  therefore  be  no  rule  on  this  point. 

Motion  was  also  made  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence,  and  that  some  evidence 
had  been  improperly  received.  We  have  seen  the  learned 
judge's  note :  there  appears  to  have  been  much  evidence 
offered  on  both  sides ;  and  he  is  satisfied  with  the  verdict. 

The  evidence  said  to  have  been  improperly  received  was 
a  handbill,  advertising  the  properties  both  of  plaintiff  and 
defendant  for  sale;  and  it  was  urged  that  this  was  received 
in  order  to  construe  the  deed  by  which  the  plaintiff's  pro 
perty  was  conveyed  to  him.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant 
had  purchased  of  the  same  owner;  the  lot  which  each  pur- 
chased was  described  in  his  deed  by  a  reference  to  the  occu- 
pation of  the  then  tenant,  and  there  were  words  to  pass  all 
that  **  was  known  or  reputed  to  be  parcel "  of  such  occupa- 
tion. There  was  evidence  to  shew  that  the  handbill  in 
question  was  circulated  in  the  sale  room  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  sale,  and  that  it  was  seen  by  the  person  who 
attended  as  the  plaintiff's  agent^  and  bid  and  bought  for 
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hfan.  Looking  then  at  these  facts  and  the  language  of  the 
deed,  we  think  this  handbill  properly  received  not  to  control 
the  language  of  the  deed,  or  to  construe  it,  but  to  apply  it. 
It  was  evidence  to  shew  what  it  was  that  at  the  time  of  the  M'Dehmott. 
sale  was  known  or  reputed  to  be  parcel  of  that  tenant's 
occupation,  which  the  plaintiff  purchased,  and  which  was 
conveyed  to  him  by  the  deed.  For  these  reasons  we  think 
there  should  be  no  rule  on  any  of  the  grounds  taken  by  Mr. 
JROs. 

Rul^  refused. 

Weight  v,  Goddarb  and  others.  «      Thunday, 

g^  May  \Qth, 

v^OVENANT,  on  an  indenture  of  lease.     The  declara-  ^^  Payment 

tion  stated  a  demise  from  the  plaintiff  to  defendants,  for  intoCoartge- 

I.  1  •    ^       .  .   ncrally  to  a 

seven  years,  commencmg  from  the  11  tb  October,  1834,  and  declaration  in 

set  out  the  following  covenants:   1.  A  general  covenant  by  covenant,  set- 

the  defendants  to  repair  the  premises  during  the  term,  rea-  ral  covenants 

souable  use  and  wear  thereof  only  excepted ;  2.  A  covenant  a'lfeneral"'"^ 

to  yield  up,  upon  the  expiration  or  other  sooner  determination  breach,  admits 

of  the  term,  all  the  demised  premises  in  good  and  substantial  „^|^  every  ^^ 

repair,  reasonable  use  and  wear  thereof  only  excepted ;  P^rt  of  the 

3.  Covenant  for  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  enter  and  view  the  therefo're 

state  of  the  premises,  and  in  case  of  defects  and  want  of  re-  J"*^gn>«nt  can- 
*^    .  '  not  be  arrest- 

pair  as  aforesaid,  that  the  defendants,  within  one  calendar  ed,  although 

month  next  after  notice  thereof  in  writing  should  have  been  J^ijh  reference 

given  to  them,  should  cause  this  repair  to  be  done.  The  de-  to  some  part't- 

claration  then  stated,  that  by  the  said  indenture  it  was  pro-  ^^^^  would 

vided  between  the  parties,  that  if  the  defendants  should  be  be  bad  on  de- 
1.  -.  Ill-  1  ••        murrcr. 

desirous  of  putting  an  end  to  the  demise  at  the  expiration      2.  Thus, 

of  the  first  three  years  of  the  term  of  seven  years  thereby  "^^^^^  **  <^o^?" 
•^  .  "^  ^     /   nant  to  repair, 

granted,  and  should  for  that  purpose  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  leave 

in  repair, 
tnade  an  eioeption  of  reasonable  wear  and  tear,  and  the  breach  contained  no  such  ex- 
ception ;  and  another  covenant  was  to  repair  after  a  month's  notice  in  writing,  but  the 
declaration  did  not  stafe  that  such  notice  was  given  in  writing  i  Held,  that  these  defects 
were  waived  by  payment  generally,  on  a  breach,  stating  that  defendant  did  not,  within 
a  month  after  notice,  or  at  any  other  time,  repair  or  leave  in  repair. 

S.  Where  there  is  a  general  covenant  to  repair,  and  leave  in  repair,  and  another  co- 
venant to  repair  on  a  month's  notice,  if  the  declaration  assign  a  breach  on  each  of 
these  covenants,  it  is  open  to  a  special  deorarrer  if  the  daraageifrom  each  are  not  sepa- 
rately stated. 
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their  six  months*  previous  notice  in  writing,  that  then,  at  the 
expiration  of  the  said  three  years,  the  said  lease  and  every 
thing  therein  contained,  should  cease  and  be  absolutely  void 
to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

The  declaration  then  averred  entry  by  the  defendants/ 
and  a  continuance  in  possession  until  the  ilth  October^ 
1837,  when  the  said  demise  was  ended  and  determined, 
according  to  the  effect  of  the  indenture,  they  the  said 
defendants  having  given  to  the  plaintiff  six  calendar 
months'  notice  to  determine  the  tenancy  at  the  end  of 
the  first  three  years.  Averment  of  performance  by  the 
plaintiff  of  his  covenants,  and  that  he  did,  during  the  de- 
mise, to  wit,  on  &c.,  give  to  the  defendants  notice  of  the 
want  of  repair.  Breach,  that  defendants  did  not  nor  would, 
within  one  calendar  month  next  after  such  notice,  or  at  any 
other  time,  well  and  sufficiently  repair  the  said  premises 
&c.  in  a  good  and  substantial  state  of  repair,  nor  did  nor 
would  leave  the  premises  aforesaid  in  good,  substantial,  and 
tenantable  repair,  at  the  determination  of  the  said  term 
aforesaid,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  &c.  &c.  Plea:  pay* 
ment  of  12/.  into  Court,  and  averment  that  the  plaintiff  had 
not  sustained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said 
sum  8cc.,  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  or  any  of  them.  Replication,  damnificatus 
ultr4. 

At  the  trial,  at  the  last  Norfolk  assizes,  before  Parke  B., 
the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  with  23l,  damages. 

Bi/les,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (a),  moved  for  a  rule 
nisi  to  arrest  judgment.  There  are  several  objections  to  the 
declaration  in  this  case.  The  covenant  in  the  lease  to  repair 
after  a  month's  notice,  expresses  that  the  notice  is  to  be  in 
writing,  but  the  declaration  contains  no  averment  that  notice 
in  writing  was  given,  and  as  there  was  no  issue  upon  this 
fact,  the  defect  is  not  cured  by  verdict.  [PatUson  J.  In 
Eoerard  v.  Paterson  (i),  where  there  was  a  submission  to 

(a)  Tuesday,  May  24th,  before         (6)  6  Taunt.  645. 
Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.,    LUlkdak, 
Faittion  and  Coleridgt  Ji. 
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arbitration,  **  so  that  the  award  be  in  writing  under  the  hand 
of  the  arbitrator/'  it  was  held  to  be  error,  if  the  declaration 
did  not  shew  that  the  award  was  under  the  arbitrator's 
hand.]  No  answer  can  be  made  to  this  objection,  except 
that  the  defendant  has  paid  money  into  Court  on  the 
breaches  assigned.  But  the  declaration  contains  three 
covenants:  1st.  To  repair  generally;  2d.  To  yield  up  in 
repair  at  the  determination  of  the  term;  3d.  To  repair 
after  a  month's  notice  in  writing ;  and  a  breach  is  assigned, 
which  may  be  applied  to  any  one  of  these  covenants.  All 
that  the  defendant  admits  by  paying  money  into  Court  is, 
that  so  much  damage  has  accrued  on  the  breaches  properly 
assigned.  He  admits  the  contract  as  stated  in  the  decla- 
ration, and  that  damage  has  accrued  on  the  legal  causes 
of  action  stated,  but  no  more  (a).  [^Coleridge  J.  In  jRan- 
dull  V.  Lynch  (b),  it  was  held,  that  if  payment  be  made  upon 
any  one  of  the  breaches  in  an  action  of  covenant,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  prove  the  deed.]  That  is  on  the  principle  of 
the  contract  being  admitted. 

Another  objection  is,  that  the  power  to  determine  the  lease 
at  the  end  of  three  years,  was  to  be  by  a  notice  in  writing, 
and  it  is  not  averred  that  this  notice  was  in  writing.  Another 
is,  supposing  the  Court  to  say  that  the  lease  was  well  deter- 
mined by  the  notice,  the  provision  in  the  lease  in  that  case 
is,  that  then  the  said  lease,  and  every  thing  therein  contained, 
shall  cease  and  be  absolutely  void.  But  the  covenant  to 
repair  generally,  at  the  determination  of  the  term,  was  con- 
tained in  the  lease ;  that  covenant  therefore  cannot  be  en- 
forced at  the  determination  of  the  lease,  before  the  end  of 

the  term. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.,on  this  day,  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  after  stating  the  pleadings,  as  follows : — One  of 
the  objections  to  the  declaration  is,  that  the  covenant  as 
to  leaving  the  premises  in  repair  does  not  apply  where 


363 


1838. 


Wright 

V. 
GOODARO 

and  others. 


(a)  See  Everlh  v.  Bell,   1   B. 
Moore;  158;  Yater.Willan,  9 East, 


128;    and  Seaton  V.Benedict,   5 
Bing.  S8. 
(6)  sCamp.  S5r. 
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the  lease  is  put  an  end  to  before  the  end  of  the  seveo 
yearsi  but  by  reference  to  the  words,  '*  or  other  sooner 
determination"  of  the  lease*  that  objection  falls  to  the  ground. 
Another  objection  is,  that  though  the  special  covenant  to 
repair  after  notice,  is  brought  forward  as  a  ground  to  claim 
damages,  it  is  mixed  up  with  and  not  distinguished  froaa 
the  damages  claimed  by  the  general  breach  of  covenant*  We 
think  this  a  good  objection^  and  that  it  might  have  been  taken 
advantage  of  on  special  demurrer,  but  not  after  verdict. 
But  there  are  some  more  prominent  defects  in  the  deda- 
ration.  The  covenant  to  repair^  and  also  the  covenant  to 
leave  in  repair,  make  an  exception  of  reasonable  use  and 
wear.  The  covenant  to  repair  after  notice  does  not  men* 
tion  the  exception  in  express  terms,  but  it  says,  that  in 
case  of  any  defects  or  want  of  repair  as  ajbresaid,  the  de« 
fendants  are  to  do  them,  that  exception  therefore  is  embo* 
died  in  the  covenant;  but  the  assignment  of  the  breach 
takes  no  notice  of  this  exception,  and  the  declaration  would 
be  bad  upon  demurrer.  But  it  probably  would  be  good 
after  verdict,  accordibg  to  an  anonymous  case  in  Sir  Thomas 
Jonest  125.  Another  defect  in  the  declaration  is|  that  it 
does  not  state  that  the  term  was  determined  at  the  end  of 
three  years,  by  a  notice  in  writing:  and  as  damages  are 
claimed  for  not  leaving  the  premises  in  repair,  it  ought  to 
be  shewn  that  the  term  is  well  determined.  That  also 
would  be  bad  on  demurrer.  Another  defect  is,  that  it  is 
not  stated  that  the  notice  to  repair  at  the  end  of  one 
month  was  in  toriting;  and  as  damages  are  claimed  for  the 
breach  of  covenant  upon  that  branch  of  the  lease,  that  alsd 
would  be  bad  upon  demurrer.  But  the  defendants  pleaded 
payment  of  12/.  into  Courts  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
sustained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum 
8cc.«  in  respect  of  the  causes  in  the  said  declaration  men- 
tioned, or  any  of  them.  To  which  the  plaintiff  has  replied, 
that  be  has  sustained  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the 
said  sum  of  12/.,  in  respect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the 
declaration  mentioned.  Upon  the  whole,  we  think  that 
this  general  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  Court  must  be 
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taken  to  admit  some  damage  upon  every  part  of  the  breach 

of  covenant  in  the  declarationi  and  that  the  allegation  as  to  the 

diiferent  noticesi  and  as  to  the  ciception  of  reasonable  use  9. 

and  wear,  must  be  taken  to  be  admitted,  and  that  therefore      ^doard 

'  and  others. 

there  should  be  no  rule  to  shew  cause  for  arresting  the 

jodgment. 

Rule  refused. 


Gkorge  Bayley  v.  Potts.  Tkunday, 

-0  May  \Oth. 

IrLATTf  on  a  former  day  in  this  terrn^  had  obtained  a  The  plaintifT 
rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  writ  P^^*****^  « 
of  elegit  issued  out  in  this  cause  should  not  be  set  aside,  23/.  damages 
with  costs  to  be  taxed,  the  defendant  undertaking  to  pay  rwaedTa  writ^ 
83/.«  the  amount  of  the  damages  and  costs  recovered,  into  of  fi.  fa.,  in- 
Court;  and  why,  upon  such  payment,  satisfaction  should  94/.,  inclading 
not  be  entered  upon  the  roll.    It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  i^'^rthecosts 
that  judgment  was  signed  in  the  action  for  23/.,  vie.  2/.  ]0«.  Whilst  this 
damages, and  20/.  IO5.  costs ;  and  that  a  fi.  fa.  was  issued  haTdsof  th'^^^ 
indorsed  to  levy  24/.  for  debt  and  costs,  including  U%  for  sheriff  unexe- 
the  costs  of  the  fi.  fa.    The  sheriff  had  been  served  with  ?endJnfien^'^ 
an  order  to  return  the  writ,  but  no  seizure  had  been  made ;  ^^^^  ss/.  for 
and  it  was  sworn  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  he  costs,  bat  the 

had  noffoods  of  which  execution  could  be  made.    After  the  pli^in^iff  n- 
•  fused  to  re- 

issue of  the  fi.  fa.,  and  before  the  writ  had  been  returned,  ceive  it,  unless 

the  defendant  offered  to  pay  2S/.  for  debt  and  costs;  but  pa'd^Se"??"' 

the  plaintiff  refused  to  receive  it  unless  the  costs  of  tlie  fi.  for  the  writ:— 

fa.  were  also  paid.  The  defendant  refused,  upon  which  the  tender  was  in- 

plaintiff  issued  a  writ  of  elegit.  sufficient,  and 

^  ^  that  the  plain- 

tiff was  enti- 

J.  Bayleif  now  shewed  cause.    The  plaintiff  was  clearly  ^^*^^J^r^ 

entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  writ  of  fi.  fa.    The  point  has  writ  of  fi.  fa. 

never  been  expressly  decided,  that  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  (^^^V  c.  45. 

c«  46,  8.  5,  the  expenses  of  a  fi.  fa.,  when  no  execution  is 

made,  are  included  under  the  term  '^  expenses  of  the  exe« 

cutioo,''  but  the  case  of  Rumsejf  v.  Tufnell  (a)  leaves  no 

(a)  a  Biog.  S55. 
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doubt  on  the  matter,  for  the  clear  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature was,  to  make  a  defendant  pay  the  costs  of  the  exe- 
cution, when  be  was  able  to  do  so,  and  bis  offer  in  this 
case  clearly  shews  that  he  was  so.  This  application  is  a 
trick  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  bis  costs. 

Piatt  contr^,  contended  that  this  was  an  attempt  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  costs  after  there  bad  been  a 
tender  to  pay  the  debt  and  costs.  The  43  Geo.  3,  only 
gives  the  costs  when  a  levy  is  made  on  goods,  but  there  has 
been  no  execution  in  this  case,  the  tender  therefore  was 
good  at  common  law. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — When  a  creditor,  has  issued  a 
fi.  fa.  and  the  debtor  makes  him  a  tender  of  the  debt  and 
costs,  minus  the  costs  of  the  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  I  think  the  cre- 
ditor is  entitled  to  refuse  the  tenderi  and  therefore  that  it 
is  justifiable  in  him  to  issue  a  writ  of  elegit. 

LiTTLEDALB  J.  Concurred. 

Patteson  J. — At  common  law  this  would  have  been 
a  good  tender,  but,  under  the  43  Geo,  3,  c.  46,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  the  expenses  of  the  execution,  which  includes 
the  costs  of  the  writ  of  fi.  fa. 


Coleridge  J.  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


The  Queen  9.  Burgess,  in  a  cause  of  Burgess  v. Baker. 

ArCHBOLD,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (April  28th), 
had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  prosecutor  to  shew 
cause  why  the  defendant  Burgess  should  not  be  discharged 

ary,  made  to  the  Court  on  the  10th  day  of  Easter  term,  to  bediicharged  out  of  cuitody 
for  irregularity,  the  affidavit  of  irregularity  having  been  ipade  on  the  20th  February, 
is  too  late. 


Thursday, 
May  \Olh. 

Application 
by  a  prisoner 
taken  on  an 
attachment 
the  Sd  Febm- 


The  QuBEV 

V. 


EASTER  TERM,  I  VICT.  367 

out  of  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Suffolk,  on  the  ground  i838. 
that  he  had  been  improperly  taken  under  an  attachment.  It 
appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  the  defendant  had  been  At- 
tached for  non-payment  of  costs  in  the  above  action/ pur-  Buroebs. 
soant  to  the  Master's  allocatur,  and  was  in  the  custody  of 
the  sheriff  of  Suffolk.  This  attachment  had  been  set  aside 
on  the  last  day  of  Hilary  term  (31st  Jan.)  last  for  irregu- 
larity. On  the  same  day  another  writ  of  attachment  was 
issued  out  against  the  defendant,  and  on  the  3rd  February 
last  he  was  discharged  out  of  custody,  and  was  walking 
home,  when  a  sheriff*s  officer  took  him  under  the  second 
attachment,  and  lodged  him  in  Suffolk  gaol.  He  applied 
to  be  allowed  to  go  home  first  to  his  place  of  residence, 
bot  the  sheriff's  officer  refused.  And  the  defendant  swore 
that  he  was  in  his  nearest  course  to  go  home,  and  had  not 
made  any  deviation.  This  affidavit  of  the  defendant  was 
sworn  on  the  20th  February. 

Knowles  now  shewed  cause.  This  application  is  too  late. 
The  affidavit  of  the  defendant  was  made  on  the  20th  Fe- 
bruary. The  application  might  have  been  made  in  chambers. 
Primrose  v.  Baddeley  (a) ;  whereas  it  was  not  made  till  a 
late  day  in  this  term  (April  28th). 

Archbold  contri.  The  rule  as  to  time  is  not  so  strict  in 
the  case  of  a  prisoner.  There  is  no  case  which  decides 
that  a  prisoner  in  execution  on  final  process  is  ever  out  of 
time,  if  the  execution  is  irregular. 

The  Court  (i). — ^The  rule  in  favour  of  prisoners  is  stated 
much  too  favourably  by  Mr.  Archbold(c).  The  application 
is  clearly  out  of  time  ;  the  objection  relied  on  is  just  of  that 
kind  which  ought  to  be  taken  immediately. 

Rule  discharged  ((2). 

(fl)  «  Dowl.  P.  C.  350.  (rf)  See  Foot  v.  Dick,  i  Harr.  & 

(P)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Little^  Wol.  207 ;  Faweli  v.  PetrCy  1  N.  & 

dale,  Patieson,  and  Coleridge,  Js.  P.  227  ;   Fife  v.  Bruere,  4  Dowl. 

(c)  See   Spencer  v.   Newton,    1  P.C.329;  Mortimer  v,  Piggott,  9 

N.  &P.818.  Dowl.  P.  C.  615. 
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Thursday,  Newman  V.  The  Earl  of  Hardwicke  and  another. 

May  10th. 

1.  A  convic-  Trespass,  for  taking  a  can  belonging  to  the  plaintifF. 
in^"open  a^**"  P'«a  •  Not  guilty.  At  the  trial  before  Parke  B.,  at  the 
y^r-^^oii>e,  at  |ast  Cambridge  assizes,  it  was  proved  that  the  defendants 
times  prolii-  ."  •       ^       t      ^-  -  -         i.*-  .. 

bited  by  the     were  magistrates,  acting  for  the  division  of  Arnngton,  m  the 

iicl7mJc?il  ^^^^^  county,  and  the  plaintiflF  the  keeper  of  a  retail  beer- 

Geo.  4  and  1    house  in  the  same  division.      A  conviction  of  the  30th  Oc- 

Ind^&bWilL  ^^^®^  IS37,  made  by  the  defendants,  acting  in  petty  ses- 

4,c.85,isbad,  sions,  was  put  in  evidence,  which   stated  "that  Robert 

over  that  the    ^^Pw^wi^"  (^he  plaintilF),  being  a  seller  of  beer,  ale  and  por- 

ju!»tice5  made   ter,  cyder  and  perry,  by  retail,  and  licensed  to  sell  the  same 

buch  an  order,  ,.,,,,, 

and  to  state      hy  retail,  to  be  drunk  and  consumed  in  and  upon  the  dwel- 

ihe  particular  ling-house  and  premises  thereunto  belonging  of  him  the  said 
the  beer-house  Roheri  NewmoN,  hereinafter  mentioned,  under  the  provi* 

was  so  kept  ^j^^^  ^f  j|^^  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided  did,  on 
open.  ^  ' 

2.  The  se-    the  7th  day  of  October,  1837,  at  &c.,  at  a  time  declared  to 

which  a  party,  *^  unlawful  by  an  order  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 

convicted  un-  gaJj  county,  acting  in  and  for  the  said  division  of  Arrington, 

der  the  ah.ive  ,,,.                      i-iij 

acts,  has  for  permit  beer  to  be  drunk  and  consumed  in  the  house  and 

pajm^  a  pe-     premises  mentioned  in  such  licence,  and  situate  in  the  said 

nalty  iropo^ied  •      ^        ^ 

on  him,  before  parish,  in  the  division  of  Arrington  aforesaid,  in  the  said 

rant'cairisliur  ^^""^J*  against  the  tenor  of  such  licence  granted  to  the  said 

are  to  be  Robert  Newman,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  statutes, 

day  exclusive-  ^^^  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said  statutes ;  whereby  the 

ly  and  the       gaid  Robert  Newman   has  forfeited  the  sum  of  405.,  this 

other  inclu-  ,.    i       ,        .      •  •     *•  «•  •  • 

eively,  and  if    being  adjudged  to  be  his  first  oiience  against  the  provisions 

the  warrant  is  ^f  ^|jg  aforesaid  statutes,  to  permit  the  sale  of  beer  and  cyder 
not  issued  too  _  .  .  .     . 

soon,  it  is  not  by  retail  in  England,  besides  the  costs  of  this  conviction, 

was  dated  Toi'  ^^'  ^^'"  Shortly  after  his  conviction  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
«oon.  pay  the  penalty,  and  a  warrant,  bearing  date  on  Sunday  the 

5th  November,  was  issued  on  the  6th,  and  the  plaintiff's 
cart  was  taken  as  a  distress  under  it.  For  the  plaintiff  it 
was  objected,  Ist.  That  as  1 1  Geo.  4  and  1  IVilL  4,  c.  64, 
s.  21,  authorizes  a  distress  warrant  only  in  case  any  offender 
**  shall  refuse  or  neglect,  within  seven  days  after  his  convic- 
tion, to  pay  such  penalty,'*  that  the  warrant  had  been  issued 
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too  soon,  seven  clear  days  not  having  elapsed  since  the  con-        i838. 

viction,  and  that  at  all  events  it  was  dated  prematurely,  as  the 

seven  days  could  not  be  reckoned  from  the  30th  October  to  the      *' "  i." 

dth  November  inclusively  of  both  those  days.  2.  That  the  con-    « a  rdwicke 
...  ....  .         1        1  .     .1*    ■"**  another. 

▼iction  was  bad,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff 

was  licensed  under  the  beer  retail  acts  (1 1  Geo,  4&  I  WilL  4, 

c.  64,  and  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  85,)   which  alone  would  justify 

the  proceeding  taken  against  the  plaintiff.  S,  That  there  was 

no  substantive  allegation  of  any  order  having  been  made  by 

the  magistrates.  4.  That  it  did  not  appear  whether  the  order 

was  made  at  a  proper  time  of  the  year,  according  to  4  &  5 

WiV.  4,  c.  85,  s.  6  \(a)  or  that  it  was  the  order  of  the  year 

1857,  so  as  to  be  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  conviction  ;  or 

that  plaintiff  had  had  notice  of  it ;  or  at  what  hour  it  required 

the  beer-shops  in  the  division  to  be  closed ;  or  at  what  hour 

the  beer- shop  of  the  plaintiff  was  improperly  open.     The 

learned  baron  over-ruled  the  objections  to  the  warrant,  but 

was  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  bad  for  not  shewing 

distinctly  the  time  at  which  the  beer-shop  of  the  plaintiff  was 

required  to  be  shut,  and  the  time  at  which  it  was  improperly 

open,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave, 

however,  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Byles,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  (the  23d  April,) 
moved  for  a  nonsuit  or  new  trial.  It  is  necessary  to  reca- 
pitulate the  various  objections  taken  at  the  trial,  because,  if 
any  one  of  them  be  good,  the  defendants  cannot  have 
their  rule.  It  was  objected  to  the  warrant,  that  the  seven 
days  before  its  issuing  should  be  reckoned  as  clear  days. 
But  in  this  case,  as  the  plaintiff'  refused  to  pay  the  penalty 
imposed  upon  him,  the  warrant  might  have  issued  immedi* 
ately  on  his  refusal.     The  clause  "  refuse  or  neglect  within 

(a)  4&5 IT. 4.0.84,8.6, enacts,  August  and  the   14th  September 

thai  the  justices  of  every  county,  inclusive,  the  hours  at  which  houses 

&c.,  in  petty  sessions  assembled,  and  premises,  licensed  to  sell  beer 

shall  fix,  once  a  year,  in  every  other  under   this  act,  shall  be   opened 

county  (but  Middlesex  and  Surrey),  and  closed, 
on  some  day  between  the  20th 

B  B  2 
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seven  days/'  has  this  meaning  :  that  if  the  party  convicted 
shall  '^  refuse"  to  pay,  then  the  warrant  may  issue  immedi« 
ately,  and  it  is  only  where  he  "  neglects "  to  pay,  without 
positively  refusing  to  do  so,  that  the  seven  days  are  given ; 
the  '*  seven  days"  are  connected  with  the  word  *'  neglect" 
only,  which  immediately  precedes  them.  In  Wallace  v. 
King  (a),  the  9,  W.  S(  Af.  sess.  1 ,  c.  5,  s.  2,  allowing  a  te- 
nant distrained  upon  to  replevy  *'  within  five  days"  after  the 
distress,  was  held  not  to  give  him  five  clear  days.  From 
the  SOtb  October,  therefore,  when  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
victed, to  the  6th  November,  when  the  warrant  issued, 
seven  days  had  elapsed,  reckoning  one  day  exclusively  and 
the  other  inclusively.  The  day  on  which  the  warrant  was 
issued  is  the  material  day,  and  not  the  date  on  which  it  was 
dated  :  Steele  v.  Mart  (6),  and  Rex  v.  Picton  (c). 

With  regard  to  the  objections  taken  to  the  conviction,  it 
may  be  observed,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  been  licensed 
under  any  other  acts  than  the  acts  relied  upon  by  the  de- 
fendants, for  the  9  Geo,  4,  c.  61,  relates  to  innkeepers  only. 
The  conviction  certainly  does  not  contain  any  substantive 
allegation  that  an  order  was  made  by  the  magistrates,  nor 
does  it  state  the  time  fixed  upon  by  their  order,  but  the 
general  words  used  are  justified  by  the  form  of  licence  an- 
nexed to  4  8c  5  WilL  4,  c.  83 ;  and  it  was  not  necessary  to 
state  the  time  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  magis- 
trates had  not  exceeded  their  jurisdiction,  for  it  rests  with 
them  entirely  to  say  at  what  time  they  will  allow  the  beer- 
houses to  be  open.  That  the  magistrates  made  their  order 
at  the  proper  time  of  the  year,  namely,  between  the  20th 
August  and  the  14th  September,  the  Court  will  presume, 
on  the  principle  that,  where  the  negative  of  a  fact  would 
constitute  a  breach  of  duty,  the  law  presumes  the  aflSrma- 
tive  :  Williams  v.  The  East  India  Company  (d).  It  will 
also  be  presumed,  that  the  order  spoken  of  was  an  order  in 
force,  and  not  a  stale  order  of  any  previous  year ;  and  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the   plaintiff  should  have  notice  of  it. 


(n)  1  II.  BK  13. 

lb)  4  B.  &  C.  272 ;  6  D.  &  R.  39 2. 


(c)  2  East,  195. 
{d)  3  East,  193. 
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Lastly,  it  would  have  been  quite  sufficient  to  have  said  ge-         1838. 

nerally  in  the  conviction,  that  the  plaintiff  kept  his  house 

open  at  unlawful  hours.     By  the  14th  section  of  the  former 

of  the  two  beer  acts,  the  hours  during  which  the  houses    ^^^^^[h" 

may  be  open  are  specified,  but  not  in  the  latter  act,  section 

6  of  which  is  quite  general,  and  enacts  that,  **  the  hours  so 

fixed  from  time  to  time  by  such  justices,  with  reference  to 

the  districts  and  places  within  their  respective  jurisdictions, 

shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  hours  to  be  observed 

and  complied  with  under  this  act,  as  fully  as  if  the  same  had 

been  specially  appointed  by  this  act.''    Any  order  of  the 

magistrates^  therefore,  with  respect  to  such  hours,  has  the 

force  of  an  act  of  parliament. 

Lord  Dknman  C.  J.— We  have  no  doubt  that  the  war- 
rant issued  properly,  but  as  time  is  the  essence  of  the 
offence  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  convicted,  some  of  the 
objections  to  the  conviction  appear  formidable,  but  we  will 
consider  them. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — This  was  an  action  against  two  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  of  Cambridge,  for  seizing  plaintiff's  goods 
under  a  warrant  of  distress.  The  defence  was  a  conviction 
of  plaintiff  by  the  same  magistrates,  for  having  kept  open 
his  beer*shop  at  times  prohibited  by  the  order  of  justices, 
in  execution  of  the  power  vested  in  them  by  1 1  Geo.  4  and  I 
l^VilL  4,  c.  64,  s.  14,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  85,  s.  6.  By  the 
clause  last  referred  to,  the  petty  sessions  are  required  to  issue 
an  order  for  closing  the  beer-shops  during  the  year,  which 
order  has  the  force  of  a  parliamentary  enactment,  and  the  pre- 
sent conviction  was  for  keeping  plaintiff's  house  open  at  a 
time  so  made  illegal.  Various  objections  were  taken  to  it. 
Two  appear  to  us  to  be  fatal.  There  is  no  averment  that 
the  sessions  made  such  order,  nor  at  what  time  the  house  was 
kept  open.  These  are  substantial  defects  in  the  conviction, 
and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  keep  his  verdict. 

Rule  refused. 
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Mau'iofL  MiDDLETON  V.  Gale  and  others. 

An  informa-      CaSE.    The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the 
tion,  under  t  •     •iv  ,  ,     -  »        i   /.     j 

t  &  9  WiiL  4,  piamtm  was  summoned   to  appear  before  the  defendants 

c.  39, 8.  30,      Jig  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Somerset,  at 
for  trespassing  •'  ^  ... 

in  pursait  of     Taunton^  on  8cc.^  to  answer  the  complaint  and  information 

kiTbyTuy^^  on  oath  of  William  Sparks,  of  Corpe.  for  having,  on  the 
person,  al-  20th  day  of  September,  unlawfully  committed  a  trespass, 
nn  interest  in  ^7  entering  and  being  in  and  upon  certain  waste  land  called 
the  land  tres-  Pickeridge  Hill,  part  of  the  manor  of  Taimton  Dean,  the 
property  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  in  search  and  pursuit 
of  game;  that  the  plaintiff  appeared,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants, as  justices  of  the  peace,  did,  as  such  justices, 
claim  and  exercise  a  pretended  jurisdiction  over  the  pre- 
tended offence,  whereas  they  had  not  any  right  or  power  so 
to  do,  the  said  JV,  S.  not  being  the  occupier  of  the  said 
land  on  which  the  trespass  was  so  alleged,  nor  being  the 
lord  of  the  said  manor,  nor  having  the  right  of  killing  game 
on  such  land,  nor  having  been  proved  to  have  been  such 
occupier,  or  &c. ;  nor  to  have  been  authorized  to  institute 
such  proceedings  by  such  occupiers,  or  &c.;  and  it  not 
having  been  proved  before  the  said  defendants,  that  such 
information  was  laid,  instituted  or  prosecuted,  at  the  in* 
stance  or  with  the  concurrence  or  assent  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor :  yet  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises  &c., 
unlawfully  caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  convicted  for  unlaw- 
fully trespassing  on  Pickeridge  Hill,  and  to  be  fined  for  his 
said  offence.  The  second  count  complained  of  another 
illegal  conviction  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants,  on  the 
information  of  the  same  person,  for  trespassing  on  lands 
called  Hayne's  Farm,  in  the  parish  of  Otterford,  in  the  occu- 
pation of  Jacob  Westlake.     Plea,  not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Lent 
assizes  for  Somersetshire,  the  informations  and  convictions 
were  produced  in  evidence  by  the  magistrate*s  clerk.  From 
these  it  appeared  that  Sparks  was  the  informer,  and  he  was 
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not  stated  therein  to  be  either  the  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Taunton  Dean,  or  the  owner  or  the  occupier  of  the  lands 
ivhereon  the  trespasses  were  committed,  or  to  have  the 
right  of  killing  game  in  either  case.  The  witness,  however, 
stated  that,  when  the  informations  were  heard,  an  attorney, 
who  attended  in  support  of  them,  said  that  he  had  the  au- 
thority of  the  lord  of  the  manor  for  prosecuting  the  first ; 
and,  with  respect  to  the  second,  that  he  himself  rented  the 
shooting  of  Hayne's  Farm  from  Westlake,  the  occupier. 
The  plaintiff  having  proved  that  Sparks  bad  no  interest  in 
the  lands  trespassed  on,  it  was  contended  that  the  1  8c  2 
Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  did  not  authorize  the  defendants  to  hear 
his  complaint,  and  that  evidence  was  not  admissible  to  shew 
that  the  informations  were  laid  at  the  instance  of  any  other 
party;  and,  even  if  the  informations  could  have  been  laid  by 
Sparks  with  the  consent  of  the  parties  authorised  to  com- 
plain, that  there  was  no  evidence  on  oath  that  such  consent 
had  been  given.  His  lordship  intimated  that  the  informa- 
tions under  the  act  might  be  laid  by  a  stranger,  but  asked 
the  jury  whether  they  believed  them  to  have  been  laid  with 
the  consent  and  authority  of  those  parties  to  whom,  it  had 
been  contended,  the  right  of  laying  them  was  restricted. 
The  jury  being  of  opinion  that  the  informations  had  been 
so  laid,  under  the  direction  of  his  lordship,  found  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants. 
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Cockburii,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (the  £3th  April) 
moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  The 
new  Game  Act,  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  does  not  say  by 
whom  informations  under  it  are  to  be  laid,  it  simply  enacts 
that  the  trespasser  convicted  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
shall  incur  a  certain  penalty;  but  it  is  most  agreeable  to  the 
object  of  the  act  to  confine  the  right  of  informing  to  the 
party  injured.  The  imposition  of  the  penalty  is  preceded 
by  a  recital  that,  as  game  is  made  saleable  by  the  act,  it  is 
just  and  reasonable  to  provide  some  more  summary  means 
for  its  protection   than   those  in  existence.     It  appears^ 
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therefore,  that  ou  account  of  the  increased  temptations  to 
which  his  property  was  exposed,  the  legislature  deemed  it 
reasonable  to  give  the  owner  some  more  convenient  remedy 
than  his  action  of  trespass ;  this  of  course  must  have  been 
prosecuted  by  himself,  and  so  should  the  additional  remedy. 
The  public  have  no  interest  in  the  matter,  and  the  act  is 
not  of  a  fiscal  nature,  so  as  to  render  it  probable  that  any 
power  of  complaint  would  be  given  to  a  common  informer. 
Rex  V.  Daman  {a)  and  Rex  v.  Corden  (A),  shew  that  in  con- 
victions under  the  5  Geo.  3,  c.  14,  s.  S,  for  illegally  killing 
fish,  it  was  necessary  to  state  in  the  information  and  to 
prove  that  the  prosecution  was  conducted  at  the  instance 
of  the  ow*ner  of  the  fishery.  One  reason  given  is,  that 
the  penalty  was  payable  to  the  owner  of  the  fishery ;  the 
same  reason  applies  here,  for  by  the  5  &  6  WHL  4,  c.  20, 
s.  21,  one  moiety  of  the  penalty  under  the  prior  Game  Act 
is  given  to  the  party  prosecuting  for  the  same.  This  clearly 
was  intended  as  compensation  to  the  party  who  suffered 
from  the  trespass,  and  involves  therefore  the  assumption  that 
he  alone  could  prosecute.  Even  if  a  conviction  drawn  in 
general  terms  would  be  sufficient,  these  convictions  are  bad, 
for  they  actually  negative  their  own  legality,  by  particu- 
larizing the  name  of  Sparks  as  the  informer.  He  has  been 
proved  to  be  a  mere  stranger,  and  parol  evidence  was  not 
admissible  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  convictions  by  proving 
that  they  were  procured  at  the  instance  of  any  other  person. 


Cur.  adv.  vulU 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  judgmenjL  The 
question  in  this  case  was,  whether  it  was  necessary  that  a 
complaint  under  1  &  2  WilL  4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  for  a  trespass 
committed  in  search  of  game,  should  be  made  by  an  owner 
or  occupier  of  the  land.  We  do  not  find  that  any  decision 
has  taken  place  on  this  point,  but  we  have  considered  it. 


(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  378. 


(6)  4  Burr.  2279. 
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and  are  of  opinion  that  any  person  may  make  such  com-        1838. 
plaint,  and  that   the    convictions,   therefore,  were   good« 
There  will  therefore  be  no  rule  for  a  new  trial. 


Rule  refused. 


MiDDLETON 

V, 

Gale 
and  others. 


Knight  v.  Clements  and  another.  Tl^"^'f^?^ 

May  lOM. 

ASSUMPSIT  by  indorsee  against  the  acceptors  of  a  bill  The  holder  of 

of  exchange^  payable  two  months  after  date.    Non  acce-  f,\ound"tT"' 

perunt  was  the  only  material  plea.  prove  that  any 

At  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  Lancaster  sum*  \^  \^^^^  i^^„ 

mer  assizes,  1836,  the  plaintiff  produced  the  bill,  which  properly  made. 

had  the  word  *'  two'*  before  "  months,'*  but  written  upon  fore  a  bill  of 

the  word  "three,"  which  latter  word  appeared  to  have  e«hange,the 
'  '^■^  appearance  ot 

been  blotted  while  the  ink  was  wet ;  the  word  ''  two'*  was  which  left  it 

written  also  underneath  it.    The  stamp  was  sufficient  for  a  Jl^hJther  it  had 

two  months'  bill,  but  not  for  a  bill  at  three  months.    The  b^"  altered 

defendant's  counsel  called  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew,  by  issue,  was 

distinct  evidence,  that  the  alteration  apparent  on  the  face  yubmitted  to  a 

.  jury,  with  a 

of  the  bill  was  made  before  negotiation.    The  counsel  for  direction  that 

the  plaintiff  did  not  deny  that  the  onus  lay  upon  him  to  jj^a"^™  ^^j|^^" 

account  for  the  alteration,  but  contended  that  the  inspec-  believed  the 

tion  of  the  bill  was  alone  sufficient  to  prove  the  alteration  ^^^^  ^^^ 

to  have  been  properly  made,  inasmuch  as  the  word  "  three"  made  before 
•     :...,,  ,      .  1      1      •   1  ,   .      the  bill  was 

had  obviously  been  smeared  while  the  ink  was  wet,  and  in  completed  and 

the  course  of  the  drawing  of  the  bill.     The  learned  judge  ^*»»'«  ^^"^  \"^ 
®  JO     ^fis  wet,  they 

put  the  bill  in  the  hands  of  the  jury,  and  directed  them  that  should  find  for 
the  onus  lay  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  alteration  to  have  |^^  Court  set" 

been  properly  made,  telling  them,  however,  if  they  believed  Bside  a  verdict 

,  ,  ,  ,         I         •  ,80  found,  on 

It  to  have  been  made  under  the  circumstances  suggested,  ^^e  ground 

to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.     He  also  reserved  leave  ^^^^  '^'^  P}**"" 

to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  Court  have  shewn, 

should  think  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  give  evidence  ^^jd*ncTTa\ 

dehors  the  note,  to  shew  that  it  had  been  properly  altered,  the  alteration 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  made!^^*  ^ 
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Cresswell,  in  the  Michaelmas  term  following,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  on  the  above  ground. 

Tomlinsonf  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (ft),  shewed 
cause.  It  is  not  disputed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  after 
the  decisions  in  Cock  v.  Coxu)tll{b)  and  Sibley  v.  Fisher  {c), 
that  the  point  made  at  the  trial  was  open  to  the  defendants, 
under  their  plea  of  non  acceperunt  But  it  is  submitted  that 
there  is  no  invariable  rule  which  obliges  a  party,  under  all 
circumstances,  to  explain,  by  extraneous  evidence,  any 
alterations  in  an  instrument  produced  by  him.  If  altera- 
tions appear  on  the  face  of  them  to  have  been  made  in  due 
time,  so  that  the  instrument  in  question  never  could  have 
been  complete  in  any  other  than  the  altered  form,  the  jury 
must  decide  on  their  own  inspection;  and  the  plaintiff 
should  not  be  nonsuited.  If  in  this  case  the  word  "  three*' 
had  been  struck  out,  and  the  word  '^  two**  had  been  written 
after  it,  in  the  same  line,  and  not  closely  foisted  in  between 
the  ''  three*'  and  the  succeeding  word  ''  months,"  it  would 
be  clear  that  the  bill  never  could  have  been  completed  as  a 
three  months'  bill.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  But  in  this  case 
the  alteration  might  have  been  made  immediately  after  the 
instrument  was  negotiated,  and  before  the  ink  was  quite 
dry.]  That  is  certainly  possible,  but  the  probability  is 
that  the  parties  found  the  stamp  was  not  sufficient  for  a 
three  months'  bill,  and  then  immediately  blotted  the 
'*  three,"  and  wrote  '*two"  over  it,  and  wrote  **  two"  under- 
neath also,  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  mistake.  The  rule 
requiring  the  holder  of  an  instrument  to  account  for  altera* 
tions  in  it,  under  pain  of  nonsuit,  does  not  apply  even  to 
equivocal  cases :  the  question  must  be  left  to  the  jury.  In 
Johnson  v.  The  Duke  of  Marlborough  (d)  and  Henman  v. 
Dickinson  (e),  the  instruments  had  obviously  been  complete 


(a)  Maj  4th,  before  Lord  Deik' 
man  C.  J.,  Patteum,  and  Coleridge 
Js. 

(6)  2C.,M.&R.291. 


(c)  «  N.  &  P.  430. 

((0  2  Stark.  N.  P.O.  313. 

(e)  5  Bing.  18S. 


Knioht 
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in  a  different  form  from  that  presented  at  the  trial.    In        1838. 
Bishop  y.Chambre(a)  the  alteration  was  grossly  fraudulent 
on  the  face  of  it;  yet  Lord  Tenterden  C.J.  left  it  to  the  v. 

jury; — a  course  which  has  been  sanctioned  by  Lord  Lynd"    ^nd Another. 
hurst  C.  B.  in  Taylor  v.  Moseley  (6). 

Cresswell  and  Crompton,  contri.  The  only  safe  rule  is, 
that  every  person  taking  an  instrument  on  which  alterations 
are  apparent^  should  arm  himself  with  proof  that  such  alter- 
ations have  been  properly  made.  The  acceptor  of  a  bill, 
altered  after  negotiation,  and  without  his  consent,  cannot, 
of  course,  be  prepared  to  give  any  account  of  the  altera- 
tions ;  but  every  person  taking  an  altered  bill  has  sufficient 
notice  to  put  him  on  the  inquiry  whether  or  not  such  bill 
has  been  lawfully  altered.  The  general  rule  as  to  the  onus 
of  proof  has  not  been  denied ;  but  it  has  been  argued  that 
the  very  appearance  of  this  bill  afforded  a  decisive  inference 
to  the  jury  that  it  was  altered  before  negotiation.  If  the 
jury,  however,  are  to  draw  conclusions  from  the  appear- 
ance of  an  instrument,  the  onus  of  proof  is  in  effect 
shifted ;  for  it  is  not  said  that  this  bill  could  not  possibly 
have  been  negotiated  before  the  ink  was  dry  and  the  altera- 
tion was  made.  Every  thing  submitted  to  a  jury,  without 
the  explanation  of  which  it  is  susceptible,  ought  to  be  in 
its  nature  certain;  and  evidence  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  an  instrument  has  been  altered,  ought  never  to  be 
dispensed  with,  unless  it  be  quite  impossible  that  the  in- 
strument could  have  been  altered  after  its  completion. 
The  decision  in  Bishop  v.  Chambre{a)  appears  to  have 
been  misunderstood.  In  that  case  there  was  no  alteration 
at  all  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  the  ques- 
tion left  to  the  jury  was,  whether  in  fact  the  bill  had  been 
altered  ;  with  a  direction  that  if,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  they 
thought  it  had  been  altered,  it  lay  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
account  for  it.     In  Johnson  v.  I'he  Duke  of  Marlborough  (c) 

(a)  Moo.  &  Malk.  116.  (c)  9  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  313. 

lb)  6  C.  &  P.  273. 
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1838.        evidence  was  given  that  the  bill  had   not  been  negotiated 
"^^T"^^      before  the  alteration,  althoagh   apparently  made  by   the 
,;.  defendant  himself. 

C"ww"  Cur.  adx).  vult. 

and  another. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
now  delivered  the  following  judgment: — The  jury»  in  this 
case,  found  that  the  alteration  was  completed  in  time,  and 
their  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  mo- 
tion for  nonsuit,  if  the  question  was  improperly  submitted 
to  them.  This  point  was  argued,  and  has  been  considered 
by  us.  We  think  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  must  be  made 
absolute. 

The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  a  bill  accepted,  pay- 
able at  two  months ;  that  which  he  produced  was  accepted, 
payable  either  at  two  or  three  months,  with  no  evidence 
whether  it  was  the  one  or  the  other.  The  mode  of  oblite- 
ration might  have  furnished  arguments  in  favour  of  one  or 
the  other  supposition,  and  material  confirmation  to  any 
proof  adduced  as  to  that  fact.  But,  standing  by  itself,  it 
was  obviously  no  better  than  a  conjecture,  for  the  alteration 
might  have  been  too  late,  and  accompanied  with  a  fresh 
marking  by  wet  ink  rubbed  over  on  the  instant.  The  case 
of  Bishop  V.  Chambre{a)  was  cited  on  the  trial  for  the 
plaintiff*,  and  the  marginal  note  appears  favourable  to  him. 
But  Lord  Tenterden^  proceeding  on  that  occasion  was  in 
truth  the  other  way;  he  permitted  the  jury  to  inspect  the 
bill,  to  see  if  there  had  been  any  alteration,  which  there 
manifestly  had;  and  then  decided  against  the  party  pro- 
ducing it,  for  want  of  proof  that  it  was  made  before  the 
instrument  was  complete. 

Rule  absolute, 
(a)  Moo.  &  Malk.  116. 

END  OF  EASTER  TERM. 
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TRINITY  TERM, 

IN  THE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  in  Banc  this  Term  were. 
Lord  Denman  C.J.  Patteson  J. 

LlTTLEDALB  J.  WiLLIAMS  J. 

In  the  Bail  Court, 
Coleridge  J. 


GENERAL  RULES. 

Trinity  Term,  May  26ih,  1838. 

It  is  ordered,  that  in  future,  in  any  action  against  an        isss. 
acceptor  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange,  or  the  maker  of  a  Promis-      ^^^n-^ 
sory  Note,  the  defendant  shall  be  at  liberty  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings on  payment  of  the  debt  and  costs  in  that  action 

only. 

(Signed  by  thtjiftten  Judges.) 


Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  certain  rules  and  regula-  May  96th. 
tions  made  in  Hilary  Term,  in  the  fourth  year  of  his  late 
Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth,  pursuant  to  the  statute 
of  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  s.  1,  should  be  amended,  and 
some  further  rules  and  regulations  made  pursuant  to  the 
same  statute. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  that  from  and  after  the  first 
day  of  Michaelmas  Term  next  inclusive,  unless  Parliament 
shall  in  the  meantime  otherwise  enact,  the  following  Rules 
and  Regulations,  made  pursuant  to  the  said  statute,  shall 
be  in  force. 


GENERAL  RULES. 

Ist.  It  18  ORDBREO,  that  the  17th  and  19th  of  the 
General  Rules  and  Regulations^  made  pursuant  to  the  stat. 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  1,  be  repealed,  and  that  in  the 
place  thereof  the  two  following  amended  Rules  be  substi- 
tuted, viz. — 

For  the  17  th  Rule. 
Pajment  of  When  monej  is  paid  into  Court,  such  pajment  shall  be 

Coor?  '"^^      pleaded  in  all  cases,  and  as  near  as  may  be  in  the  following 
form: 

Fonn  of.  C.  D.x     The  day  of  the  defendant, 

ats.    %by  his  attorney,  (or,  in  person,  8cc.) 

A.  £.3  says  (or,  in  case  it  be  pleaded  as  to  pari  only, 
add,  **  as  to  <£  ,  being  part  of  the  sum  in  the  decla* 

ration  or  count  mentioned,"  or,  **  as  to  the  residue 

of  the  sum  of  £  ,")  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  fur- 

ther to  maintain  his  action,  because  the  defendant  now 
brings  into  Court  the  sum  of  £  ,  ready  to  be  paid 

to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendant  further  says,  that  the 
plaintiff  has  not  sustained  damages  {or,  in  actions  of  debt, 
*'  that  he  never  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff")  to  a  greater 
amount  than  the  said  sum  &c.,  in  respect  of  the  cause  of 
action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, (or,  ''in  the  introductory 
part  of  this  plea  mentioned"):  And  this  he  is  ready  to 
verify:  wherefore  he  prays  judgment,  if  the  plaintiff  ought 
further  to  maintain  his  action  thereof. 

Foe  the  igth  Rule. 
Proceedinfcs         The  plaintiff,  after  delivery  of  a  plea  of  payment  of 
aJier  payir^^^    money  into  Court,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  reply  to  the  same, 
ofmonejrioco   by  accepting  the  sum  so  paid  into  Court  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  which  it 
has  been  paid  in,  and  he  shall  be  at  liberty  in  that  case  to 
tax  his  costs  of  suit;  and  in  case  of  non-payment  thereof 
within  forty-eight  hours,  to  sign  judgment  for  his  costs  of 
suit  so  tased ;  or  the  plaintiff  may  reply  ^*  that  he  has  sus- 
tained damages  {or,  *  that  the  defendant  was  and  is  indebted 
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to  him/  as  the  case  may  be,)  to  a  greater  amount  than  the        1838. 
said  sum;"  and  in  the  event  of  an  issue  thereon  being  found      ^^^^^/^ 
for  the  defendant,  the  defendant  shall  be  entitled  to  judg- 
ment and  his  costs  of  suit. 

It  is  further  ordered,  that  in  every  case  in  which  a  General  issue 
defendant  shall  plead  the  general  issue,  intending  to  give  ^  *  ^  "  ®* 
the  special  matter  in  evidence,  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  par- 
liament, he  shall  insert  in  the  margin  of  the  plea  the  words 
"  by  statute,"  otherwise  such  plea  shall  be  taken  not  to 
have  been  pleaded  by  virtue  of  any  act  of  parliament,  and 
such  memorandum  shall  be  inserted  in  the  margin  of  the 
issue,  and  of  the  Nisi  Prius  record. 

In  any  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  (in  order  to  avoid  the  Pajrment 
expense  of  the  plea  of  payment)  shall  have  given  credit  in  particulnrs  of 
the  particulars  of  his  demand  for  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  demand  need 
therein  admitted  to  have  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  it  shall  ed. 
not  be  necessary  for  the  defendant  to  plead  the  payment  of 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money. 

But  this  rule  is  not  to  apply  to  cases  where  the  plaintiff.  Rule  not  to 
after  stating  the  amount  of  his  demand,  states  that  he  seeks  of^bJian^^"* 
to  recover  a  certain  balance,  without  giving  credit  for  any 
particular  sum  or  sums. 

Payment  shall  not  in  any  case  be  allowed  to  be  given  Payment  in 
in  evidence  in  reduction  of  damages  or  debt,  but  shall  be  damages  or 

pleaded  in  bar.  SSwed'  ^°  *"* 

(Signed  by  the  fifteen  Judges.) 
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Tkttnday,  RoSS  V.  BoARDS. 

By  an  agree-    BY  an  order  of  the  Court  of  King's  Beticfa,  on  the  51tt 

wlTof^certaiii  October,  1835,  all  matters  in  differeoce  in  an  action  of  tres- 

laDds,  it  wat     pass  between  these  parties,  and  all  other  matters  whatsoever 

ihrtideshouM  *"  difference  between  these  parties,  and  the  settlement  of 

be  made  out     all  questions  OH  any  agreement  existing  between  them,  were 

toihesaiisfac-       .^      ,  .. 

lion  of  a  third  referred  to  an  arbitrator. 

^ut^Mtothr  ^y  agreement,  dated  the  28th  August,  1833,  the  de- 
validity  of  the  fendant  had  agreed  to  sell  the  plaintiff*  certain  premises 
fcii^?o  M  ^•>««'c™  described,  for  the  sum  of  100/.,  « the  title  to  be 
arbitrator,  made  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  Mr.  Blunt  J*  Before  the 
settle  all  qae»-  submission  of  reference,  a  question  had  arisen  between  the 
tions  ansing  ,3}^  ]^r.  Blunt  and  the  defendant,  concemrog  the  validity  of 
agreement,  the  defendant's  title  to  the  said  premises;  and  the  question 
that  tiil^Utfe*  ^*'  ^^  8®"®  "*®  before  the  arbitrator,  whether  or  not 
should  be  the  defendant's  title,  as  set  forth  in  certain  abstracts,  was 
lK>nd"of  in-*     such  as  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  Mr.  Blunt  ought  to  be 

demniu,  in      satisfied  with.     The  arbitrator,  as  to  the  said  agreement, 

case  of  evic-  , 

tion  :--Held,  •  awarded  as  follows :  ''  Touching  an  agreement,  the  subject 

WM  bad^b^"^  of  evidence  before  me,  I  do  award  that  the  said  W.  Boards 
cause  the  arbi-  do,  at  the  expense  of  the  said  JR.  Ross,  convey  to  the  said 
ew^ed  his  ^^^  *®  *'*'®  contained  in  the  two  abstracU,  which  have 
authority  in  been  given  in  evidence  before  me,  to  the  parcel  of  ground 
bond  o^  fn-      particularly  specified  in  such  agreement    And  I  do  farther 

demnity  to  be  award,  that  the  said  W.  Boards  shall,  at  the  expense  of  the 
taken,  and  he-.'  ••i»»-r»  -l 

cause  he  had  said  JK.  Ross,  execute  a  bond  to  the  said  IL  Ross,  m  toe 
r^nthl^vali-  P®°*'  *"""  ^^  *^'"  ^^  ^^  forfeited  in  case  of  the  eviction 
diiy  of  the  of  the  said  Ross  from  any  part  of  the  premises  so  conveyed 
^*'  ^'  as  aforesaid,  by  reason  of  any  defect  of  the  title  so  to  be 

conveyed  as  aforesaid." 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  in  Hilary  term,  1837,  obtained 
a  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the  award,  on  the  following 
grounds: — 1.  That  the  arbitrator  had  exceeded  his  autho- 
rity with  respect  to  the  agreement  mentioned  in  his  award, 
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and  to  the  estate  the  subject  of  the  agreement.  2.  That  1838. 
he  had  not  directed  whether  the  title  to  the  said  estate  was 
good  or  bad,  or  such  as  the  plaintiff  was  bound  (o  accept, 
S.  That  the  award  was  not  final  with  respect  to  the  ques- 
tions on  the  said  agreement.  4.  That  he  had  directed  a 
bond  of  indemnity  to  be  accepted  by  the  plaintiff,  without 
deciding  as  to  the  title  of  the  said  estate.  5.  That  if  the 
plaintiff  should  be  evicted  from  the  said  estate,  another  suit 
would  arise,  and  that  no  sufficient  security  was  given  to  the 
plaintiff  as  purchaser  of  the  said  estate. 

Sir  fV.  IV.  Follett  now  shewed  cause.  The  arbitrator 
clearly  decides -that  the  title  is  good,  for  he  directs  a  convey- 
ance. He  had  power  to  make  a  settlement  of  all  questions 
on  the  agreement  between  the  parties.  He  disposes,  finally, 
of  these  questions,  by  awarding  that  the  plaintiff  shall  take 
the  title;  and  provides  an  effectual  remedy  for  any  evic* 
tion,  by  awarding  that  the  defendant  shall  give  him  a  bond 
of  indemnity  in  double  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money. 
Fisher  v.  Pimbley  {a)  shews  incidentally,  that  an  award  of  a 
bond  of  indemnity,  from  one  party  to  the  other,  is  not  bad 
for  want  of  finality,  if  such  bond  is  confined,  as  in  this  case, 
to  matters  in  dispute  between  the  parties  to  the  submission. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  and  Shee,  contrs^.  All  questions 
arising  out  of  the  agreement  were  referred  to  the  arbitrator. 
The  only  question  which  had  so  arisen  was,  whether  ''  the 
title,  to  be  made  out  to  the  satisfaction  of  Mr.  Blunt"  was 
such  a  title  as  Mr.  Bluni  ought  to  have  been  satisfied  witfa« 
The  arbitrator,  instead  of  deciding  upon  the  validity  of  the 
title,  directs  it  to  be  taken  with  a  bond  of  indemnity,  which 
rather  implies  that  the  title  was  suspicious  and  unsatisfac- 
tory. The  arbitrator  has  thereby  disposed  of  a  question 
which  on  the  agreement  referred  to  him  could  never  have 
arisen;  for  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  the  title  was  to 
be  satisfactory  to  Mr.  Bluni,  and  nothing  is  therein  said  as 
(o)  11  East,  188. 

VOL.  IH.  €  C 
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to  any  bond  of  indemnity.  In  Bonner  v.  Uddell  and 
others  (a),  an  agreement  for  a  lease  of  sixty-three  years,  from 
May,  1801,  was  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  to  give  such 
directions  for  a  lease,  according  to  the  agreement,  as  he 
shoald  think  fit.  The  arbitrator  awarded,  among  other 
things,  a  lease  of  sixty-three  years,  from  May,  1804,  and  it 
was  held  that  he  had  exceeded  his  authority,  and  that  his 
award  was  bad.  The  arbitrator  in  this  case  has  in  like 
manner  exceeded  his  authority,  by  exceeding  the  limits  of 
this  agreement,  which  never  contemplated  that  Mr.  Ross 
should  take  a  bad  title,  patched  up  with  a  bond  of  indem- 
nity. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  objection 
to  this  award  must  prevail.  The  arbitrator  has  gone  beyond 
the  powers  given  to  him,  and  has  not  made  his  award  final. 
Instead  of  saying  whether  the  title  in  question  is  good  or 
bad,  he  appears  to  say  in  effect,  ''  take  the  title  with  all  its 
faults;"  and  he  directs  a  bond  of  indemnity  to  be  taken 
also.  The  award  therefore  is  not  final,  and  instead  of  set- 
tling the  difference  between  the  parties,  it  sets  on  foot  the 
materials  of  future  litigration. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. — It  is  Said  that  the  arbitrator,  by  direct- 
ing a  conveyance,  does  in  effect  decide  that  the  title  is  good. 
If  this  were  the  only  point,  I  might  hesitate  in  saying  that 
the  award  is  bad,  though  I  rather  think  it  should  have  pro- 
ceeded in  a  direct  way,  and  pronounced  upon  the  title  dis- 
tinctly, and  with  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 
But  the  award  of  a  bond  of  indemnity  appears  quite  unau* 
thoriased  by  the  submission  of  the  parties.  On  the  whole, 
therefore,  I  think  the  award  bad. 

Pattbson  J. — ^Tlie  agreement  was  for  a  title  satisfiic- 
tory  to  Mr.  Blunt.  It  was  never  contemplated  that  Ross 
should  take  a  doubtful   title  with  a  bond  of  indemnity. 

(a)  1  B.  &  B.  80. 
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This  the  award  id  effect  requires  him  to  dO|  and  is  a  mani- 
fest excess  of  the  authority  given  to  the  arbitrator,  which 
did  not  enable  him  to  order  generally  what  should  be  done 
between  the  parties. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Empson  v.  Fairfax  and  others.  Friday, 

May  25th. 

BOMPAS  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  1837,  had  obtained  a  Where  to  an 
rule,  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  the  there  are  pleas 

nisi  prius  record  in  this  cause,  with  the  marshal's  indorse-  o^  notf;""?y 

aad  ajustin- 
ment  upon  it,  should  not  be  delivered  up  to  the  plamtiif,  to  cation,  and 

enable  him  to  prepare  the  postea,  and  enter  up  final  judg-  'j^es  no"ot*i-' 

ment  thereon,  and  why  it  should  not  be  referred  to  the  dence  of  justi- 

Masterto  tax  the  plaintiff's  costs  of  application,  and  why  ohtalos*  a  vcr- 

sucb  costs  should  not  be  added  to  the  costs  of  the  second  diet  on  the  ge- 
_  - ,  •       ,      .  i.     *  ,        !../«.  neral  issue,  the 

issue,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff.  plaintiff  is  en- 

It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  this  was  an  action  of  ^^^^^^^^  ^j^'^ 
libel,  tried  at  the  sittings  in  London,  after  Michaelmas  term,  costs  on  the 
1836,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.     The  pleas  were,   Ist,  fcoJ.^"*^'' 
not  guilty;  2d,  a  justification.     The  replications  were  to 
the  first  plea  similiter,  and  to  the  second  de  injurift.     The 
defendants*  counsel  called  no  witnesses  on  the  plea  of  justi- 
fication, but  addressed  the  jury  with  reference  to  the  general 
issue  only.     The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on 
the  first  issue,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  thereupon  ordered 
the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second 
issue.    The  postea  was  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
Master  taxed  the  costs  on  the  second  issue  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  and  W.  H.  Watson,  now  shewed 
cause.  The  present  question  is  one  of  considerable  im- 
portance in  practice,  and  is  shortly  this :  if  a  defendant 

c  c  2 
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1838.        pleads  not  guilty  and  a  plea  of  justification,  and,  Mritbout 
"^'^^      giving  any  evidence  of  the  justification  at  the  trial,  suc- 
«.  ceeds  on  the  first  issue,  is  he  bound  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the 

^d  "h^*  costs  of  the  justification  ?  If  he  is,  this  absurdity  follows ; 
the  jury  will  first  of  all  find  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  the 
libel ;  and,  second,  that  he  did  publish  the  libel  of  his  own 
wrong  and  without  the  cause  assigned  by  him  in  his  plea, 
for  the  jury  must  find  in  the  M'ords  of  the  issue  joined. 
The  proper  course  to  be  adopted,  when  the  jury  find  a  ver- 
dict of  not  guilty,  is  for  the  judge  to  discharge  them  as  to 
the  second  issue,  which  has  become  immaterial,  as  there  can 
be  no  doubt  the  judge  has  this  power;  Powell  v.  Sofmei{a)y 
The  King  v.  Johnson  {b).  Cook  v.  Caldecot  (c).  In  Coisey 
V.  Diggons(d),  where  in  replevin  the  defendant  avowed, 
stating  that  the  plaintiff  held  at  a  certain  yearly  rent,  to  wit, 
72/.,  and  that  rent  was  in  arrear,  and  the  plaintiff  pleaded 
in  bar,  1st,  non  tenuit;  Sd,  riens  in  arrear;  and  the  jury 
found,  first,  non  tenuit;  and  second,  that  there  was  a  certain 
sum  due  for  arrears ;  it  was  held  that  the  proper  course 
would  have  been  to  have  discharged  the  jury  from  finding 
any  verdict  on  the  second  issue,  but  that  even  upon  the 
second  finding  the  verdict  must  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 
In  Dibben  v.  Marquess  ofAnglesea  (e),  the  power  of  a  judge 
to  discharge  the  jury  was  fully  recognized,  and  the  decision 
in  CoBsey  v.  Diggons(d)  was  cited  by  the  Court.  Spencer 
V.  Hamerton  (f)  may  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  and,  no 
doubt,  if  the  verdict  had  been  actually  entered  up  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  second  issue,  he  would  be  entitled  to  costs. 
[Patleson  J.  In  the  second  plea  the  defendant  confesses  the 
cause  of  action,  and  pleads  a  justification;  suppose  there 
had  been  only  that  plea,  and  he  had  offered  no  evidence 
upon  it,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  his  verdict 
without  further  proof;  what  difference  then  can  it  make 

(«)  1  Bligb,N.  S.  546;  S.  C.  11  (<0  «  B.  &  Aid.  546. 

B.  Moore,  830.  («)   2  C.  &  M.  723-4«. 

(b)  5  A.  &  E.  488.  (/)  6  N.  &  M.  29. 

(c)  4C.&P.  31.5. 
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that  there  are  several  pleas  ?]  When  there  is  only  one  plea, 
and  the  onus  probandi  is  on  the  defendant,  if  he  brings  no 
proof,  of  course  the  verdict  must  go  against  him ;  but  when 
not  guilty  is  pleaded,  the  burden  of  proof  is  thrown  on  the 
plaintiff;  and  if  he  fails  in  establishing  his  case,  the  defend- 
ant is  not  called  upon  to  go  into  his  justification.  If  the 
Court  should  hold  otherwise,  it  will  produce  this  most 
inconvenient  practice,  that  a  defendant  must  go  into  evi- 
dence on  a  variety  of  pleas,  merely  with  a  view  to  costs, 
although  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
established  his  cause  of  action.  The  case  of  an  action  for 
debt,  where  the  defendant  pleads  the  general  issue  and  a 
set-off,  is  a  strong  illustration,  that  when  the  general  issue  is 
found  for  the  defendant,  the  second  plea  becomes  immate- 
rial, and  the  jury  should  be  discharged  therefrom;  for  other- 
wise there  is  nothing  to  which  the  set-off  applies ;  and  yet 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  that  plea  would  be  a  bar  to  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  for  a  debt^  which  he 
might  have  proved  under  the  set-off. 
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Bompas  Serjt.  (with  whom  were  Humfrey  and  Hughes) 
contrd,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  argument  for  the  defendant, 
in  my  opinion,  goes  a  great  deal  too  far,  for,  if  correct, 
it  establishes  that  the  judge  who  tries  the  cause  is  not 
only  at  liberty,  but  that  he  is  bound  to  discharge  the  jury 
in  such  case.  I  do  not  think  that  is  so.  There  is  cer- 
tainly some  incongruity  in  the  finding  which  a  postea  will 
present,  when  the  verdict  is  for  the  defendant  on  the  issue 
of  not  guilty,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  plea  of  justifica- 
tion; but  the  substance  of  the  pleading  by  the  defendant  is, 
I  did  not  publish  the  libel  in  question,  and  whether  I  did 
or  not  I  was  perfectly  justified,  because  it  is  all  true;  the 
jury  may  very  well  find  that  the  defendant  did  not  publish 
the  libel,  but  that  the  justification  he  has  put  upon  the 
record  is  a  tissue  of  falsehoods.    If  this  is  an  obvious  and 
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rational  explaoatioD  of  the  finding  of  the  jury,  we  are  bound 
to  give  effect  to  it,  and  it  would  be  the  height  of  injustice 
to  a  plaintiff  that  a  false  justification  should  be  put  on  the 
record,  of  which  not  an  iota  of  proof  should  be  given,  and 
yet  that  a  verdict  should  be  given  against  him  upon  it. 

LiTTLEDALB,  Patteson  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 
(•)  Sm  rule,  Hil.  T.  2  WUL  4,  no.  74. 


Saturday, 
May  26M. 

The  estate  of 
a  deceased  is 
alwavs  liable 
for  the  reason- 
able eipenses 
of  his  funeral, 
and  can  in  no 
event  be  liable 
beyond  them. 
Therefore  a 
residuary  le- 
gatee is  not 
incompetent 
to  prove  that 
his  testator's 
funeral,  which 
exceeded  the 
cost  charge- 
able upon  the 
estate,  was 
furnished  to 
the  order  of  a 
stranger,  on 
the  ground 
that  the  ten*^ 
dency  of  his 
evidence  is  to 
relieve  the 
estate. 


Green  v.  Salmon. 

Assumpsit  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  undertaker's 
bill,  for  burying  the  mother  of  the  defendant.  The  cause 
was  tried  at  the  sittings  during  this  term,  before  Coleridge  J., 
when  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  against  the 
defendant,  as  liable  in  his  individual  capacity  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  funeral,  which  was  alleged  to  have  been  fur- 
nished at  his  express  request.  To  prove  the  plaintiff's  case, 
a  witness  was  called,  who  had  married  one  of  the  daugh- 
ters of  the  deceased,  a  residuary  legatee  under  her  mother's 
will.  He  was  objected  to  as  incompetent,  on  the  ground 
of  his  interest  to  increase  the  residuary  estate,  by  relieving 
it  from  the  funeral  expenses,  and  casting  them  upon  the 
defendant.  The  leanied  judge  overruled  the  objection; 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount 
of  his  bill,  46/.  19«.  4td. 

Alexander  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
the  misreception  of  the  evidence.  [Lord  Denman  C.J. 
There  are  two  causes  pending  in  the  Exchequer,  Burckhardi 
V.  Halt  and  another  case,  which  are  connected  with  this 
subject.  Littledale  J.  also  referred  to  Norvell  v.  Davies 
and   another  (a).]      Brice  v.   Wilson  (6)   and   Rogers  v. 


(a)  5  fi.  &  Ad.  368;  S,C.  3  N.  &  M.  745. 


{b)  3  N.  &  M.  613. 
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Price  (a)  may  be  mentioned  as  authorities  on  the  ordinary 
liability  of  the  deceased's  estate  for  funeral  expenses  (A). 
IPaiieson  J.  The  funeral  expenses  in  this  case  were  more 
than  would  be  allowed  an  executor.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 
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Salmon. 


Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.,  on  a  subsequent  day  in  this  term 
(June  the  2nd)^  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court : — 

In  this  case  the  husband  of  a  residuary  legatee  was  called 
by  the  plaintiff,  an  undertaker,  to  prove  that  defendant  had 
expressly  employed  plaintiff  to  conduct  the  funeral  of  de- 
fendant's mother,  at  a  cost  of  about  46/.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  witness  was  not  interested  to  relieve  the  resi- 
duary estate  of  the  deceased  by  charging  the  defendant. 
We  think  he  was  not,  for  the  estate  must,  at  all  events,  pay 
the  reasonable  expenses  of  the  funeral,  and  can  in  no  event 
be  liable  beyond  them. 

Rule  refused. 


(a)  3  Y.  &  J.  38. 

(6)  See  also  Tugwell  v.  Heyman^ 
3  Caropb.  397.  This  and  the  cases 
cited  shew  that  ao  executor  is  lia- 


ble for  a  faneral  suitable  to  the 
degree  of  the  deceased,  although 
furnished  by  the  order  of  a  third 
person. 


In  re 


Sir  W.  W.  FOLLETT  moved  to  strike  an  attorney  off 
the  rolls,  on  an  affidavit,  disclosing  that  the  attorney  had 
been  retained  on  the  part  of  a  plaintiff  to  conduct  an  action 
for  libel.  At  the  trial  a  verdict  for  405.  was  taken  by  con- 
sent. The  bill  of  costs  brought  in  by  the  attorney  amounted 
to  1 150/.,  of  which  sum  374/.  was  charged  for  the  expenses 
of  witnesses.  On  taxation  by  the  Master,  the  whole  sum 
was  reduced  to  370/. ;  and  the  sum  of  374/.,  sworn  to  as 
the  expenses  of  witnesses,  was  reduced  to  47/. 


May  38(A. 

The  Ck)urt 
will  not  strike 
an  attorney 
off  the  rolls, 
on  an  affidavit 
alleging  a  dis- 
tinct case  of 
peijury,  unless 
enough  appear 
on  his  own 
admission  to 
render  tha 
interposition 
of  a  jury  un- 
necessary; 
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Od  these  grounds  it  was  contended  that  the  Court  would 
eiercise  their  summary  jurisdiction. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — Would  not  an  indictment  for 
perjury  lie  upon  these  facts  ?  We  are  not  in  the  habit  of 
interposing  in  such  a  case,  unless  there  is  something 
amounting  to  an  admission  on  the  part  of  the  attorney, 
which  would  render  the  interposition  of  a  jury  unnecessary. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follett  stated  there  was  enough  in  the  affidavit 
to  shew  a  distinct  case  of  perjury;  but  that  there  was  no 
admission. 

Per  Curiam,  Rule  refused. 


,?^^1  Slack  v.  Sharp. 

May  99th. 

1.  Where  a  ASSUMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation.     The  pleadings 

nnt^payable     >^>*cd  the  same  question,  which  was  submitted  to   the 

balf-yearW,       opinion  of  the  Court,  under  the  S  &  4  fVilL  4,  c.  42,  s.  25, 

against  whom    .      ,      ^  .,       .  .  , 

a  nat  of  bank-  iR  ^be  foUowmg  special  case : — 

roptcy  issues        »p|jg  defendant  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  certain  pre- 

dunng  a  cur-        ,  ... 

rent  half-year,  mises,  from  the  1st  of  January,  1833,  uutil  the  time  of  the 

TOsscssion'of    bankruptcy  and  fiat  hereafter  mentioned.     The  tenancy  was 

the  premises     from  year  to  year  at  the  rent  of  50/.,  payable  on  the  6th  of 

lord  accord-     April  and  the  6th  of  October  in  every  year.     On  the  £5th 

ing  to  6  Geo. 4,  ^^y  Qf  March,  1834,  the  defendant  committed  an  act  of 

C.16,  s.75fhe       ^  »  » 

is  not  liable  in  bankruptcy,  and  on  the  31st  day  of  March,  1834,  a  fiat  in 

Ww^ind^*^    bankruptcy  was  duly  issued  against  him.    The  defendant 

occapation  for  duly  made  application  to  the  assignees  to  accept  the  said 

the^lf-year     Premises,  which  they  declined;  whereupon  the  defendant 

prior  to  the      did,  within  fourteen  days  after  notice  of  such  refusal,  con« 

9.  A  unant  formably  to  the  statute,  duly  offer  to  deliver  up  possession 

under  a  parol    ^f  ih^  said  premises  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  5th  of  April, 

agreement  IS  . 

within  the        1834,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  possession  on  the  7th 

?hTs*iSnf    of  April,  1834.    The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  from  the 

defendant  compensation  for  the  defendant's  eiyoymeut  of 
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the  said  premises  from  the  6th  of  October,  1833|  until  the        18S8. 
issuing  of  the  fiat  on  the  3 1st  of  March,  1834.     If  the 
Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a 
verdict,  the  rent  is  to  be  considered  the  measure  of  da- 
mages, in  proportion  to  the  time  of  occupation. 

In  the  margin  the  following  statement  was  given  of  the 
question : — Whether,  in  the  case  of  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year,  who  becomes  bankrupt,  and  has  a  fiat  issued  against 
him  in  the  middle  of  a  quarter,  and  who  afterwards  delivers 
possession  to  his  landlord  under  the  statute,  any  thing  is 
payable  to  the  landlord  for  the  occupation  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy or  fiat. 

Wighiman,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  75th  section  of  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  provides  *'  that  any  bankrupt  entitled  to  any 
lease,  or  agreement  for  a  lease,  if  the  assignees  accept  the 
same,  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  any  rent  accruing  after  the 
date  of  the  commission,  or  to  be  sued  in  respect  of  any 
subsequent  non-observance  or  non*performance  of  the  con* 
ditions,  covenants,  or  agreements  therein  contained ;  and  if 
the  assignees  decline  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable  as  afore<> 
said,  in  case  he  deliver  up  such  lease  or  agreement  to  the 
lessor,  or  such  person  agreeing  to  grant  a  lease,  within 
fourteen  days  after  he  shall  have  had  notice  that  the  as^ 
signees  shall  have  declined  as  aforesaid;  and  if  the  assignees 
shall  not  (upon  being  thereto  required)  elect  whether  they 
will  accept  or  decline  such  lease  or  agreement  for  a  lease, 
the  lessor  or  person  so  agreeing  as  aforesaid,  or  any  person 
entitled  under  such  lessor  or  person  so  agreeing,  shall  be 
entitled  to  apply  by  petition  to  the  lord  chancellor,  who 
may  order  them  so  to  elect  and  deliver  up  such  lease  or 
agreement,  in  case  they  shall  decline  the  same,  and  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  or  may  make  such  other  order 
therein  as  he  shall  think  fit."  Were  it  not  for  this  clause  in 
the  Bankrupt  Act,  the  cases  of  Auriol  v.  Mills  {a)  and  Boot 
V.  Wilson  (6)  would  be  decisive  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  4  T.  R,  94 ;  &  C.  1  H.  Bl.  433.  (d)  8  East,  311; 
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1838.  lo  ^c  former  case  it  was  heM  that  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
lessee  is  oo  bar  to  an  action  of  covenant  for  rent  against  biai. 
Boot  ▼•  WUson{a)  is  equally  iayonrable,  and  more  in  point, 
because  it  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  It  was  tbere  beU 
that  assumpsit  lies  against  a  lessee,  upon  his  agreement  to 
pay  rent  during  the  tenancy,  notwithstandmg  his  bankruptcy, 
and  the  occupation  of  his  assignees  during  part  of  the  time 
for  which  the  rent  accrued ;  and  it  was  settled  by  TudQ  ▼. 
Fy$an  (ft),  in  confirmation  of  Copeland  ▼.  Stephens  (e),  that 
the  term  of  a  bankrupt  lessee  remains  vested  in  him  until 
either  the  assignees  elect  to  take  it,  or  until  he  himself  de- 
livers it  up  under  the  clause  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  just 
cited.  Now  the  plaintiff  does  not  seek  to  recover  any  rent 
accruing  after  the  bankrupt  delivered  up  possession,  but  a 
certain  portion  of  rent,  pro  rata,  for  the  period  while  the 
bankrupt  had  the  term  vested  in  him  and  occupied  the  pre- 
mises, namely,  from  the  (ith  October,  18S3,  until  the  5th 
April,  1834.  Unless  the  defendant  be  made  liable,  the 
landlord  of  a  bankrupt  tenant  may  always  be  defrauded  by 
the  assignees  deferring  to  elect  until  the  very  day  before 
quarter-day.  This  action  is  not  brought  on  the  reddendum 
of  a  lease,  but  simply  to  obtain  a  recompence  for  the  de- 
fendant's actual  occupation :  so  that  there  can  be  no  objec« 
tion  on  principle  to  holding  the  defendant  liable  for  so 
much  occupation  as  he  has  had,  although  his  occupation 
would,  but  for  circumstances  which  neither  party  could 
control,  have  been  extended  to  a  much  longer  period. 
[Pattesan  J.  If  tenant  for  life,  without  power  of  leasing, 
makes  a  lease,  and  dies  before  the  expiration  of  it,  his  ex* 
ecutor  could  not  recover  a  proportionate  part  of  the  rent 
independently  of  the  statute,  (11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  15.) 
Uttledale  J.  In  many  cases  where  arable  land  is  demised, 
no  benefit  whatever  is  derivable  to  the  tenant,  except  at  a 
particular  period  of  the  year.  Why  should  he  be  liable 
pro  rat&7]     The  clause  in  the  Bankrupt  Act,  which  says 

(a)  8  East,  321.  (c)  1  B.  &  Aid.  593. 

(6)  6  ^g.  331. 
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that  the  bankrupt  ahali  not  be  liable  after  he  has  delivered        1838. 
up  possession,  may  mean  by  implication  that  he  shall  be 
liable,  pro  rat&,  up  to  that  time ;  for  if  the  clause  did  not       ™^ 
protect  him,  he  would  of  course  be  liable  for  the  whole       Shabf. 
term.    The  clause  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  landlords 
rather  than  bankrupts :  it  was  found  to  be  a  great  grievance 
that  there  Mras  no  mode  of  putting  an  end  to  the  term  of  a 
tenant  who  was  unable  to  pay  rent. 

Ogk,  contri.  The  clause  was  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bankrupt,  and  to  supply  an  omission  in  the  49 
Geo.  3,  c.  121,  s.  19,  which  had  the  same  object  in  view, 
but  was  ineffectual,  inasmuch  as  it  only  exonerated  him  in 
case  bis  assignees  should  elect  to  take  the  lease\  If  there- 
fore the  assignees,  who  had  taken  all  his  other  property,  did 
not  elect  to  take  his  lease  also,  he  might  be  liable  for  a 
heavy  rent  in  respect  of  a  farm,  which  he  could  not  culti- 
vate for  want  of  capital.  It  is  the  landlord's  own  fault  if 
the  election  of  the  assignees  is  delayed  until  the  day  before 
quarter-day,  for  it  is  his  duty  to  put  them  in  motion.  In 
2'uck  V.  Fysmi  {a)  it  was  merely  decided  that  the  protection 
of  this  clause  is  personal  to  the  bankrupt,  and  is  not  to  be 
extended  to  his  surety.  Where  parties  have  entered  into  an 
express  contract,  no  other  can  be  implied.  By  the  terms 
of  the  contract  between  these  parties,  no  rent  was  to  be 
paid  except  at  particular  periods ;  none  therefore  can  have 
**  accrued"  at  any  other  period.  There  was  an  express  con- 
tract in  this  case,  which  has  been  rescinded  by  the  bankrupt 
laws.  So  in  Grimman  v.  Legge{b)  a  dispute  took  place 
between  the  landlord  and  tenant,  and  their  contract  having 
been  rescinded  before  the  quarter-day  on  which  the  rent 
was  payable,  it  was  held  that  no  rent  pro  rat&  could  be 
recovered  in  respect  of  the  actual  occupation  for  a  period 
short  of  the  quarter.  Nor  can  freight  be  recovered  pro 
ratd,  where,  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  the  cargo  is 

(a)  6  Biog.  321.  {b)BB.H  C.  3S4 ;  2  Mann.  &  R.  438. 
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1838.        to  be  delivered  at  a  particular  place^  if  the  ship  be  wrecked 
T^"  before  the  completion  of  the  voyage,  although  the  freighter 

V.  received  possession  of  his  goods  undamaged  at  an  interme- 

SfflAap.  jj^i^  place^  and  sold  them  (a).  In  Thoma$  v.  William$(b), 
where  a  clerk,  who  was  hired  for  a  year,  continued  in  the 
service  of  his  master  after  he  had  become  a  bankrupt,  the 
clerk  recovered  a  rateable  part  of  his  salary,  although  the 
contract  was  rescinded  in  the  middle  of  the  year  by  con- 
sent; but  that  case  must  have  been  so  decided  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  an  understanding  between  the  parties, 
after  the  issuing  of  the  commission,  that  the  clerk  should 
be  paid  rateably  for  his  services. 

Wighiman,  in  reply.  There  is  no  reason,  on  principle^ 
why  apportionment  may  not  be  made  in  the  present  case  in 
favour  of  the  landlord,  by  analogy  to  the  apportionment 
made  in  favour  of  a  tenant,  on  his  eviction  from  part  of  the 
land  (c).  Apportionment  certainly  seems  to  apply  rather 
to  eviction  from  part  of  the  premises  than  from  part  of  the 
term.  But  the  principle  upon  which  apportionment  is 
allowed,  namely,  that  it  is  unjust  that  the  tenant  should  pay 
for  that  which  he  has  not  enjoyed,  will  apply  to  one  sort  of 
eviction  as  well  as  another ;  and  if  applied  to  time  in  the 
case  of  a  tenant,  it  ought  also  to  be  applied  to  time  in  the 
case  of  a  landlord,  to  whom  it  would  be  a  great  hardship 
not  to  be  remunerated  for  the  period  during  which  he  has 
been  kept  out  of  the  enjoyment  of  his  land.  A  tenant  for 
life,  without  power  of  leasing,  might  provide  that  in  case  of 
his  death  a  proportionable  part  of  the  half-year's  rent 
should  be  payable  by  his  lessee.  But  the  plaintiff  has 
shewn  no  want  of  foresight  in  not  providing  for  such  a  pay 
ment,  in  the  event  of  the  defendant  becoming  a  bankrupt^ 
for  the  defendant  might  not  even  have  been  a  trader  at  the 
time  of  the  lease.     Thomas  v.  WiUiama  {h)  is  much  in  the 

(a)SeeCooky,Jenning$,7T,R.  (c)   See,  as  to  apportioDment, 

381.  Ex  parte  Smytk,  1  Swanst.  337, 

(b)  1  Ad.  &  £1. 685 ;  iS.  C.  3  N.  and  a  learned  note  by  the  reporter. 
&  M.  545. 
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plaintiff's  favour :  there  the  clerk,  without  any  understand-  183& 
mg  to  this  effect  with  his  employer,  recovered  salary  pro 
T9t!k,  after  the  rescision  of  an  express  contract,  by  which  "T.^ 
salary  was  to  be  paid  for  a  year's  service.  If  the  law  has  Sharp. 
rescinded  the  contract  iu  this  case,  the  plaintiff  should  in 
like  manner  be  paid  rateably:  it  is  quite  immaterial  that 
this  contract  was  rescinded  by  law,  and  not  by  consent,  as 
in  Thomas  v.  Williams  (a).  The  true  principle  on  which 
assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  proceeds,  is  explained  in 
2  Selwyn's  Nisi  Prius,  1406  (8tli  ed.)  '<  Under  this  statute'' 
(1 1  Geo.  2p  c.  19,  s.  14),  be  says, ''  a  landlord  who  has  rent 
owing  to  him,  is  allowed  to  recover,  not  the  rent,  but  an 
equivalent  for  the  rent, — a  reasonable  satisfaction  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  premises,  which  have  been 
bolden  and  enjoyed  under  the  demise."  This  principle  gets 
rid  of  any  difficulty  presented  by  the  doctrine  of  apportion- 
ment. Thus,  in  Tomlinson  v.  Day  (6)  it  was  held,  that,  as 
the  action  for  use  and  occupation  was  to  recover  compen- 
sation in  damages,  the  jury  were  not  bound  to  give  the 
exact  rent  reserved  by  the  terms  of  an  agreement. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — In  this  case  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy 
having  issued  against  the  defendant,  who  was  tenant  from 
year  to  year  to  the  plaintiff,  of  certain  premises,  at  a  rent 
payable  half-yearly,  on  the  6th  April  and  the  6th  October, 
and  the  defendant's  assignees  having  declined  to  accept  the 
premises,  the  defendant  delivered  up  possession  of  them  to 
the  plaintiff,  according  to  the  statute,  on  the  6th  April. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  liable  for  any 
portion  of»  the  rent,  for  his  occupation  between  the  6th 
October  and  the  5th  April.  The  75th  sect,  of  the  Bank- 
rupt  Act  provides  that  ''  any  bankrupt  entitled  to  any  lease 
or  agreement  for  a  lease,  if  the  assignees  accept  the  same, 
shall  not  be  liable  to  pay  any  rent  accndng  after  the  date 
of  the  commission,  or  to  be  sued  in  respect  of  any  subse- 

(a)  1  Ad.  &  El.  685;  &  C.  3        (6)  2  B.  &  B.  680. 
N.  &  M.  545. 
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183a  quent  noo-obsenraoce  or  noo-peifonnance  of  the  coodidoiu, 
coyenanU  or  agreements  therein  contained;  and,  if  the 
assignees  decline  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable  as  afoiesaid, 
in  case  he  deliver  up  such  lease  or  agreement  to  the  lessor, 
or  such  person  agreeing  to  grant  the  lease,  within  fourteen 
days  after  he  shall  have  had  notice  that  the  assignees  shall 
have  declined  as  aforesaid."  It  has  not  been  aqpied  whe^ 
ther  a  parol  contract  from  year  to  year  is  within  this  section; 
but  we  think  such  a  contract,  although  not  within  the  letter, 
is  within  the  scope  and  spirit  of  the  act 

The  question  then,  whether  the  defendant  in  this  case  is 
liable,  appears  to  depend  on  the  meaning  of  the  words 
''rent  accruing  due''  after  the  date  of  the  commiswHU 
This  is  no  question  at  all  in  truth ;  for  as  no  rent  was  pay- 
able until  the  6th  April,  none  had  accrued  due  on  the  S  1st 
March,  when  the  fiat  issued ;  and  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  judgment. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Although 
the  statute  says,  ^*  deliver  up  lease  or  agreement,"  I  think 
we  should  construe  this  provision,  which  was  intended  for 
the  benefit  of  tenants^  too  narrowly,  if  we  were  not  to  apply 
it  to  parol  contracts. 

Would  then  the  rent  in  this  case,  if  the  statute  had  not 
interposed,  accrue  due  after  the  fiatf  The  rent  was  an 
entire  thing,  to  be  paid  on  the  6th  April :  it  would  have 
accrued  due  on  that  day ;  but  no  part  of  it  accrued  on  any 
previous  day.  At  the  time  of  the  fiat,  therefore,  nothing 
had  accrued  due ;  and  the  bankrupt  is  exonerated  from  any 
that  would  otherwise  accrue  due  at  any  subsequent  time  : 
the  landlord  therefore  is  entitled  to  nothbg.  All  the  cases 
of  apportionment  mentioned  under  that  head  in  Viner's 
Abridg.  are  cases  of  apportionment  of  the  rent  in  respect  of 
the  quantity  of  the  land,  and  not  of  the  time  during  which 
it  has  been  held  (a). 

(a)  See  Clun*s  case,  10  Rep.  or  if  the  lease  detenntnes  before 
138  a.    "  If  the  land  is  evicted,      the  legal  time  of  payment,  no  rent 
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Patteson  J. — I  agree  that  a  parol  contract  is  within 
the  statute.  We  have^  I  think,  merely  to  decide  as  to  the 
meaning  of  ''rent  accruing  due.''  Rent,  I  apprehend, 
where  any  time  is  fixed  by  the  parties  for  its  payment, 
accrues  due  at  that  time,  and  no  other;  although^  where  no 
time  is  fixed,  it  accrues  due  de  die  in  diem,  like  interest. 
In  this  case  the  6th  April  was  the  time  fixed  for  its  accruing 
due,  before  which  time  the  fiat  had  issued  against  the  de- 
fendant; so  that  by  taking  the  steps  pointed  out  by  the  75th 
section,  he  was  able  to  exonerate  himself  from  all  liability. 
It  was  said,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  assignees 
must  be  set  in  motion  by  the  landlord  to  make  their  elec- 
tion. That  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  so.  The  landlord 
may  call  upon  the  assignees  to  elect,  if  he  pleases,  but  he  is 
not  bound  to  do  so.  The  bankrupt  also  may  call  upon 
them  to  elect,  or  they  may  elect  of  their  own  accord. 
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Slack 

V. 

Sharp. 


Williams  J. — Mr.  Wightman  felt  the  pressure  of  the 
case,  when  he  endeavoured  to  prove  that  some  rent  was 
actually  due  at  the  time  of  the  fiat.  That  question  admits 
of  an  easy  solution  by  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract, by  which  no  rent  was  to  be  due  until  the  6th  April. 
The  doctrine  of  the  Court  in  Grimman  v.  Legge  {a)  ap- 
plies. If  we  were  to  say  that  any  rent  was  payable  pro 
rati  in  this  case,  we  should  frame  a  new  contract  for  the 
parties. 

Judgment  for  defendant. 


shall  be  paid ;  for  there  shall  never 
be  an  apportionment  in  respect  of 
part  of  the  time,  as  there  shall  be 


apon  an  eviction  of  part  of  the 
land/' 

(a)  8  B.  &  C.  324;  2  Mann.  & 
R.438. 
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1838. 
I'uetday,  WhITWILL  V  SCHEER. 

1.  lu  an  ftc-  -ACTION  on  a  charter-party  for  not  furnishing  a  cargo. 

tion  on  a  char-  The  declaration  stated,  that  by  a  charter-party  made  between 
tei^party  j  j  r      j 

where  the  con-  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  on  the  17th  Augustj  1832,  it  was 
tract  18  set  out  agreed  that  the  plaintiffs  ship  should,  with  all  convenient  speed, 
a  promise  is  after  delivering  her  then  present  cargo  at  Alexandria,  pro- 
formal  state-  ceed,eilher  in  ballast  or  in  goods,  to  Constantinople  fororders, 
meat  of  the  whether  she  should  load  at  Odessa,  or  at  a  safe  port  in  the 
tS  contract*:    Crimea,  and  there,  to  wit,  at  Odessa,  or  at  some  safe  port 

Held,  that  the  jp  the  Crimea,  load  from  the  factors  of  the  defendant  a  full 

Judge  at  nisi 

prius  was  right  and  complete  cargo  ;  and  that  being  so  loaded,  she  should 

LmelrfdmenttC  ^'^^''^with  proceed  to  Falmouth  or  Cork,  at  the  roaster's 

be  made,  suit-  option,  for  orders  to  discharge  at  a  safe  port  in  Great  Bri- 

c^ct  correct-   tain,8cc.;  that  by  a  certain  memorandum  subscribed  on  the 

Iv,  although      charter-party^  it  was  declared  that  the  said  ship  was  to  be 

made  an  affi-    addressed  to  Messrs.  Z.  Stieglitz  and  Co.,  Odessa,  and 

davit  that  he    ^\^^x  should  the  vessel  not  arrive  at  Constantinople  afore- 

went  down  to 

try  the  issue      said  before  the  15th  November  then  next,  the  defendant's 

contamed  m  agents  were  to  have  the  option  of  annulling  the  said  contract, 

ordered  to  be  The  declaration  then  averred  mutual  promises,  and  that  the 

^^2?Qiutre  defendant  promised  (a)  [there  should  be  some  factor,  agent, 

whether,  after  or  assign  of  the  said  Messrs.  Slieglilz,  or  of  the  defendant  at 

whole  of  a  Constantinople  aforesaid,  to  give  orders  to  the  plaintiff,  whe- 

contract  and  ^j,g,.  ([^^  g^id  vessel  was  to  load  at  Odessa  or  at  some  safe 
avernng  mu-  .      ,     y-,  .  .      .  r    •  • 

tual  promises,  port  m  the  Crimea  ;  or,  in  the  event  of  the  vessel  not  arriv- 

to'Lite  an**^^  ing  at  Constantinople  aforesaid  until  after  the  said  1 5th  day 
additionol  im-  of  November,  to  exercise  the  option  given  by  the  said  char- 
accor^ing"tT'  ter-party  to  aniiul  the  said  contract,  and  that  such  option 
the  legal  effect  should  be  exercised  within  a  .  reasonable  time  after  the 
contract.  arrival  of  the  said  vessel  at  Constantinople  aforesaid,  and 

notice  thereof  to  the  agents,  factors,  or  assigns  of  the  said 
Messrs.  L.  Stieglitz,  or  the  defendant  at  Constantinople, 
in  the  event  of  the  said  vessel  not  arriving  at  Constantinople 
until  after  the  said  15th  day  of  November.]  The  declara- 
tion then  averred  performance,  and  that  the  vessel  arrived 

(a)  The  declaration,  as  first  delivered,  was  without  the  passage  in  brackets. 


WairwiLL 
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at  Constantinople  after  tlie  15th  November  to  wit,  on  the  lass. 
lOth  December  then  next  following^  and  was  then  ready  to 
proceed  either  to  Odessa  or  to  &c.,  as  he  should  be  or« 
dered  by  Messrs.  Siiegliiz,  their  factors,  agents,  or  assigns  Schbe*. 
at  Constantinople,  or  the  defendant  or  his  factors,  agents  or 
assigns  at  Constantinople,  and  there,  to  wit,  at  Odessa  or 
&c.,  to  receive  on  board  a  full  cargo,  &c.  Averment,  that 
plaintiflf  did,  on  tlic  arrival  of  the  said  ship  at  Constanti- 
nople, make  due  and  diligent  search  to  find  out  Messrs. 
StiegUtz,  or  their  and  the  defendant's  agents  at  Constanti- 
nople, for  the  purpose  of  receiving  orders,  8cc.,  and  of  learn- 
ing whether  the  agents  of  the  defendant  would  exercise  the 
option  given  by  the  charter-party  of  annullhig  the  said  con- 
tract, but  could  not  discover  the  agents,  8cc«  Averment, 
that  the  ship  remained  at  Constantinople,  waiting  for 
orders,  till  the  1st  February,  1833,  when  the  plaintiff 
received  notice  from  Messrs.  StiegUtz,  that  in  consequence 
of  the  arrival  after  the  loth  November,  they  cancelled  the 
said  charter-party.  Averment,  that  the  said  notice  was  not 
given  in  a  reasonable  time  after  the  arrival  of  the  said  vessel 
at  Constantinople.  Averment  of  the  plaintiff's  readiness  to 
perform,  &c.  Breach,  that  by  reason  of  the  neglect  and  de- 
fault of  the  defendant  in  not  having  at  Constantinople  afore- 
said, the  said  Messrs.  StiegUtz,  or  some  agent  on  their 
behalf,  or  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  or  some  proper  per- 
son to  give  the  plaintiff  the  orders,  &c.,  and  there  being  no 
such  agent  to  give  such  orders  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the 
refusal  of  Messrs.  Stieglitz,  and  of  such  option  not  being 
exercised,  he,  the  plaintiff,  was  hindered  and  prevented,  &c« 
(setting  out  special  damage). 

Pleas: — 1.  Non  assumpsit;  2.  that  the  notice  was 
given  in  reasonable  time ;  3.  that  the  vessel  did  not  wait 
at  Constantinople,  waiting  such  orders  as  aforesaid,  from 
the  time  of  her  arrival  at  Constantinople  for  a  reasonable 
time,  modo  et  form&. 

At  the  trial  at  Guildhall,  at  the  sittings   after   Hilary 
term,  1837,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  it  appeared  that 

VOL.  in.  D  D 
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1838.        the  vessel  did  not  arrive  at  Constantioople  till  the  10th  De- 

,^"^^      cember.    The  ship's  arrival  was  officially  announced  in  the 

V.  shipping  list  of  the  port  of  Constantinople  on  the   lllh 

ScRBBR.      December.    On  the  15th  December  the  plaintiff  advertised 

the  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  the  Ottoman  Moniteur,  and,  on 

the  9th  of  January,  Messrs.  Stieglitz  wrote  from  Odessa 

to  cancel  the  charter-party,  which  the  plaintiff  received  on 

the  1st  February,  and  he  proved  that  there  was  no  direct 

post  from  Constantinople  to  Odessa. 

The  charter-party  contained  the  following  memorandum, 
indorsed  upon  it : — ''  The  ship  to  be  addressed  to  Messrs. 
Stieglitn  &  Co.,  Odessa.  The  charterer  not  to  be  respon- 
sible for  detention  by  frost,  unless  his  agents  have  twenty 
clear  days  for  loading,  after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  before 
the  frost  sets  in.  Should  the  vessel  not  arrive  at  Constanti- 
nople before  the  1 5th  November,  the  charterer's  agents  to 
have  the  option  of  cancelling  this  contract.'* 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  Kelly,  for  the  defendant, 
contended,  that  the  promise  by  the  defendant,  laid  in  the  de- 
claration, to  have  an  agent  at  Constantinople  to  give  orders, 
was  not  proved^  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
nonsuited;  but  his  lordship  thought  an  amendment  might  be 
made  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  and  ordered  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  leave  to  amend,  subject  to  the  opi- 
nion of  this  Court,  whether  and  on  what  terms  the  amend- 
ment should  be  made,  and  giving  the  defendant  leave  to 
enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  plaintiff  amended  the  declaration  by  substituting, 
instead  of  the  promise  above  set  out  in  brackets,  the  fol- 
lowing promise  : — ["  That  the  said  defendant  or  the  said 
Messrs.  Stieglitm  and  Co.  should,  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  arrival  of  the  said  vessel  at  Constantinople,  and 
notice  thereof  given,  give,  or  cause  to  be  given,  orders  to 
the  said  plaintiff  whether  the  said  vessel  was  to  load  at 
Odessa  aforesaid,  or  some  safe  port  in  the  Crimea ;  or  in 
the  event  of  the  said  vessel  not  arriving  at  Constantinople 
aforesaid  until  after  the  15th  November,  in  the  said  charter- 
party  mentioned,  should,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  such 
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arrival  and  notice,  communicate  to  the  said  plaintiiF  the  exer-  1^^- 

cise  of  the  option  given  by  the  said  charter-party  to  annul  the  y^^j-^jj^j^ 

contract."]  »■ 

ScHEBR 

Kelly t  for  the  defendant,  then  addressed  the  jury  on  the 
facts  of  the  case,  and  the  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff—damages 104/. 

Kelly f  in  Easter  term  1837,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  or  that  the  Court  should  make  such  order  in  the  cause 
as  they  should  see  fit.  The  affidavit  upon  which  he  obtained 
this  rule  stated,  that  the  declaration  first  delivered  in  this 
cause  (a),  in  November^  1894^  contained  no  mention  of  the 
memorandum  in  the  charter-party  authorizing  the  defendant 
to  cancel  the  contract,  and  that  the  defendant,  in  one  of  his 
pleas,  set  out  the  memorandum,  and  averred  that  the  defend- 
ant had  exercised  his  option  by  cancelling  &c.,  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.  The  plaintiff  then  obtained  an  order  for  leave 
to  amend  his  declaration,  and,  after  two  amendments,  ulti- 
mately delivered  the  declaration  in  the  form  as  first  above 
set  out  (a).  The  affidavit  then  stated,  that  the  defendant  un- 
derstood a  principal  ground  of  complaint  intended  to  be 
insisted  on  by  the  plaintiff  was,  that  there  was  no  agent  of 
the  defendant's  at  Constantinople  to  whom  the  plaintiff 
could  cause  notice  to  be  given  of  his  arrival,  and  the 
defendant  insisted  that  he  was  not  bound  to  have  such 
agent  at  Constantinople,  and  that  he  went  to  trial  in  the 
expectation  that  his  liability  to  have  an  agent  at  Constanti- 
nople would  be  the  main  question  to  be  tried. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleii  (with  whom  was  Petersdorff)  on  a 
former  day  (6)  in  this  term  shewed  cause.  The  only  ques- 
tion between  the  parties  on  this  record  was,  whether  notice 
to  annul  the  contract  was  sent  to  the  plaintiff  in  reason- 
able time,  or  not.     The  jury  have  decided  that  question  in 

(a)  See  the  passage  in  brackets,  man  C.J.,  LUtledale,  Patteson,  and 
ante,  398.  Williamtj  Js. 

(6)  May  95|  before  Lord  Den- 

p  d2 
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1838.        his  favour;  the  question  now  for  the  Court  is,  whether  the 

plaintiff  is  to  be  deprived  of  his  verdict  by  the  operation  of 

the  new  rules.     Before  the  new  rules  he  would  have  had 

no  difficulty,  as  the  contract  would  have  been  described  in 

different  ways,  but  now,  as  he  is  restricted  to  one  count, 

the  Court  must  decide  whether,  when  the  whole  contract 

is  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  the  legal  effect  of  it  is  stated 

incorrectly,  the  Court  will  not  amend  so  as  to  let  the  jury 

decide  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  no  injury  thereby  accruing 

to  the  other  side. 

It  is  submitted  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged  ;   1st, 

because  the  judge  had  power  to  make  the  amendment ;  or, 

9d,  because  the  averment  was  immaterial,  and  therefore 

might  be  struck  out. 

First  point:  '•  ^7  ^he  charter-party  power  is  reserved  to  the  defend- 

If  the  legal       hqi  |q  annul  the  contract  if  the  vessel  arrived  at  Constan- 
effect  of  a  con- 
tract 11  incor-  tinople  after  the  15th  November.     The  vessel,  in  fact,  did 

amendroe^^^  arrive  at  Constantinople  after  the  15th  November,  and  the 
ma?  be  made  plaintiff  alleges  in  his  declaration,  that  there  is  an  implied 
WilL  4  c.  49.  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  arising  out  of  the 
charter-party,  to  have  some  agent  at  Constantinople  to 
give  notice  whether  he  would  annul  the  contract  or  not. 
The  defendant  contends  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  htm 
to  have  any  such  agent  at  Constantinople,  for  that  the  vessel 
being  addressed  to  Messrs.  Stieglitz,  at  Odessa,  it  was 
competent  to  them  to  send  by  letter  a  notice  to  Constanti- 
nople, declaring  their  option  as  to  annulling  the  contract, 
and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  had  mis-stated  the  contract. 
It  is  apparent  that  this  controversy  is  only  verbal,  the  main 
point  in  issue  being  whether  the  defendant  sent  notice  to 
annul  the  contract  in  reasonable  time,  or  not,  as  it  was  im- 
material to  the  plaintiff*  how,  or  by  whom,  that  notice  was 
given.  The  judge  therefore  might  amend  under  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  42,  Moitliet  v.  Powell  {a\  Hemming  v.  Parry  (J), 
Parry  v.  Fairhursi  (c),    llanbury  v.  Ella  (d),    Parks  v. 

(o)  6  C.  ^  p.  233.  (c)  9  C,  M.  &  R.  190. 

(6)  6  C.  &  P.  580.  {d)  3  N.  &  M.  438. 
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Edge  (a),    Guest  v.  Eltves{b).     [PatlesonJ.     Have  you         1838. 


looked  at  Lamey  v.  Bishop  ?  (  c)]      That  was  a  case  under 
the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  15,3.  1,  and  there  also  the  Court  allowed  ^, 

the  amendment.  If  the  defendant  rested  his  defence  en-  Schkeb. 
tirely  on  the  answer  he  was  able  to  give  to  that  part  of  the 
declaration  which  required  amendment,  he  might  have  made 
affidavit  of  the  fact;  but  he  elected  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the 
merits  of  the  case,  which  were  not  at  all  affected  by  the 
amendment.  [Patteson  J.  The  declaration  avers  that  no 
notice  was  given  in  reasonable  time,  and  this,  together  with 
the  averment  of  mutual  promises,  would  seem  to  be  suffi- 
cient without  any  further  promise.] 

II.  The  declaration  originally  stood  thus,  but  from  too  Second  point: 

abundant  caution  an  amendment  was  made,  inserting  the  1J>«leg*l«ff«ct 

®  of  the  contract 

promise,  to  have  an  agent  at  Constantmople,  which  has  need  not  be 

caused  all  the  difficulty.     No  such  promise,  however,  is  S^J^^on 

necessary,  and  therefore  the  whole  may  be  struck  out  as  ^hen  the  oc* 

immaterial,  and  consequently  the  defendant  cannot  be  in-  jg  ^i  qq^, 

jured  by  the  amendment. 

C.  Cooper,  contrd.  I.  The  averment  as  to  the  agent  at  Second  point. 
Constantinople  was  material.  The  defendant  contended  at 
the  trial,  that  there  was  no  promise,  express  or  implied,  by 
the  defendant  to  have  an  agent  at  Constantinople,  and  that 
a  letter  announcing  the  option  would  have  been  sufficient. 
The  declaration  treats  the  averment  as  material,  for  it  does 
not  simply  state  that  notice  was  not  given  in  reasonable 
time,  but  the  allegation  is  mixed  up  with,  and  depends  on, 
the  averment  of  the  defendant's  promise  to  have  an  agent  at 
Constantinople  for  the  purpose.  If  that  promise  is  struck 
out,  the  averment  as  to  reasonable  notice  goes  too ;  so  that 
the  striking  out  the  defendant's  promise  to  have  an  agent 
there,  together  with  the  consequent  alteration  necessary  in 
the  breach,  change  the  whole  cause  of  action.   This  appears 

{a)  1  C.  &  M.  429.  (c)  4  B.  &  Ad.  479 ;  1  N.  &  Mi 

(6)  5  A.&E.  118|  6N4&M.    332. 
433. 
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y^^J      farther  by  a  provision  in  the  charter-party,  that  the  vessel,  on 
Whitwill    her  homeward  voyage,  should  proceed  to  Falmouth  or  Cork 
ScH££R.      ^^^  orders  to  discharge ;  is  it  contended  that  this  raises  a  pro- 
mise by  the  defendant  to  have  an  agent  at  Falmouth  or  Cork 
to  give  orders  on  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  ?     If  not,  why 
does  the  implied  promise  arise  as  to  Constantinople  ? 

First  point.  II.  The  present  amendment  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the 

cases  cited.  They  are  all  cases  in  which  mis-statements  had 
been  made,  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  cause.  lu  the 
present  instance,  an  independent  promise  is  alleged,  which 
does  not  arise  out  of  the  contract.  The  defendant  db- 
tinctly  states  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  understood  the  princi- 
pal question  to  be  tried  was,  his  liability  to  have  an  agent 
at  Constantinople.  It  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  that  he  is 
not  prejudiced  by  the  amendment.  In  Doe  v.  Ernngton{a)f 
where  ejectment  was  brought  on  a  joint  demise,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  the  two  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  tenants  in 
common,  who  could  not  join  in  a  demise  in  ejectment, 
Taunton  J.  refused  to  amend,  because  he  considered  the 
nature  of  the  lessor's  title  was  a  question  affecting  the  merits 
of  the  case.  So  in  Frankum  v.  The  Earl  of  Falmouth  (b), 
Alderson  B.  refused  to  amend,  because  the  amendment 
would  amount  to  an  alteration  of  the  issues,  which  is  the 
case  here. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — This  is  a  question  under  3  &  4  Will.  4, 
c.  42,  s.  23,  as  to  the  power  of  the  judge  to  amend,  and  the 
exercise  of  that  power.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  power 
existed,  and  was  properly  exercised. 

The  declaration  set  out  the  charter-party  on  which  the 
action  is  brought,  with  certain  memoranda  indorsed.  It 
then  alleged  mutual  promises,  and,  perhaps  unnecessarily, 
added  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  have  an 

{a)  1  A.  &  E.  750;  3  N.  &  M.  (6)  9  A.  &  £.  453 ;  4  N.  &M. 
046;  1  Moo.  &  Rob.  343.  330. 
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agent  at  Constantinople  in  order  to  exercise  the  options         1838. 
given  by  the  charter-party  and  memoranda.     The  derendant     ^^^''^^ 
pleaded^  amongst  other  things^  non  assumpsit.     The  proof  v. 

of  the  contract  consisted  of  the  charter-party  and  memo-  Schber, 
randa  only.  If  the  added  promise,  as  to  having  an  agent, 
was  intended  by  the  declaration  to  apply  to  some  contract 
not  contained  in,  but  beyond  and  in  addition  to  the  charter- 
party,  here  was  plainly  a  variance,  which  could  only  be 
cured  by  striking  out  the  added  promise  altogether,  which 
however  could  hardly  have  been  done,  inasmuch  as  the 
added  promise  would  then  have  been  material  to  the  merits 
of  ibe  case. 

But  if,  as  was  evidently  the  case,  the  added  promise  was 
intended  merely  as  a  formal  statement  of  the  legal  effect  of 
that  which  is  contained  in  the  charter-party  and  memoranda, 
and  that  statement  is  wrong,  there  is  still  equally  a  variance 
in  the  statement  of  the  contract,  which  might  be  cured 
either  by  striking  out  the  added  promise  altogether,  or  by 
stating  the  legal  effect  properly.  The  latter  course  was 
adopted,  and  we  think  rightly.  The  merits  of  the  case  were 
not  affected  by  the  alteration,  and  the  statement  of  the  legal 
effect,  although  it  may  not  be  necessary  after  setting  out  the 
whole  written  contract,  and  alleging  mutual  promises,  is 
nevertheless  correct.  If  not,  the  defendant  has  the  oppor- 
tunity of  trying  that  point  upon  a  writ  of  error,  after  having 
attempted  a  defence  upon  the  merits  on  the  other  pleas. 

Rule  discharged* 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN  S  BENCH, 


Wednesday,  The  QuEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Abergele. 

May  30th. 
ACounof      A  CERTIORARI  having  been  obtained  for  removing 
^onshRving*     ^"^^  ^^^^  Court  all  and   singular  the  orders  made  on  an 
quashed  an       appeal  touching  the  removal  of  Evan  JEvans,  between  the 
moval,  nnd  re-  inhabitants  of  Eglwys   Rhos,  otherwise  Llanehos,  in  the 

fused  to  state    county   of  Carnarvon,   and  the   inhabitants   of  Abersele: 

acRseforthe      ,       /  ,      ^    ,  ^    .         .^  . 

opinion  of  the  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  said  county  made  a  return  to 

of  wrtiorarP  ^^^  certiorari,  setting  out  the  original  order  of  the  two  justices, 
was  obtained    the  notice  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  against  the  order  (which 

ihei"^ei^  ^'^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^0'  ^"^  ^^^  order  of  the  Carnarvon- 

The  clerk  of  ghire  sessions  (which  was  good  on  the  face  of  it),  quashing 

tamed  the  the  original  order,  and  also  setting  out  the  facts  of  the  case, 

orders  and  Humfrey,  in  Easter  term,  upon  affidavits  which  disclosed 

a  statement  of  that  the  notice  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  required  to  be  sent 

fating ^toth^  under  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  81,  was  bad,  obtained  a  rule, 

appeal,  by  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  the  order  of 

peared  that  8essionS|  made  on  the  above  appeal,  quashing  the  order  of 

the  notice        t^^  justices,  should  not  be  quashed  for  the  insufficiency 

of  the  grounds    .      \.        .  ...  ^.. 

of  appeal         thereof,  and  the  said  origmal  order  of  justices  confirmed. 

sent  undcMhe  gy  ^j^^  affidavit  filed  in  answer,  it  appeared  that  the  ob- 
€.76, 8. 81;  jection  to  the  notice  had  been  taken  at  the  quarter  sessions, 
A  rule  having'   ""^  overruled,  and  that  a  case  to  this  Court  had  been 

K>een  obtained   refused, 
to  quash  the 
order  of  se»» 

''^nfi^^h*^         W^.  H.  Watson  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  as 

original  order,   the  sessions  had  stated  no  case,  and  had  not  asked  the 

^b!^6\1>        opinion  of  the  Court,  the  point  intended  to  be  raised  could 

chaiged  the  not  be  brought  before  the  Court.    The  Court  thereupon 

rule,  as  there  „    , 

wasnoprece-  called  on 
dent  for  such 

a  course  of  rr        /»  \        rvii  i      .         r     «  ... 

practice.  Humfrey^  contra.    The  clerk  of  the  peace  has  in  this 

case  returned  all  the  orders  and  proceedings,  with  the  facts, 
as  they  occurred.  Being  the  servant  to  the  Court,  to  whom 
the  certiorari  is  directed)  such  a  return  is  equivalent  to  ask- 
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iDg  the  opinioQ  of  this  Court.     The  writ  of  certiorari         1838. 

directs  the  Court  below  to  send  up  all  orders  with  all  things    J!^^^!^ 
,    ,       .  ,  ,  rr,. .      ,.        .       ,         The  QuBEii 

belouguig  and  appertaining  thereto.     This  direction  has  v. 

been  complied  with,  and  the  case  comes  before  the  Court  Inh*^*^*"'*  of 
analogously  to  other  orders  of  sessionsi  brought  up  on  cer- 
tiorari. [Patteson  J.  When  the  sessions  state  a  case,  they 
only  send  up  a  qualified  order,  which  is  moulded  here  ac- 
cording to  the  legal  result  of  the  facts  stated;  but  in  this 
case  the  sessions  have  made  an  unconditional  order.]  The 
other  side  might  have  moved  to  quash  the  return. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — In  the  absence  of  any  authority, 
I  think  the  course  which  has  been  adopted  here  is  wrong. 
It  would  be  a  departure  from  the  usual  practice,  and  an 
introduction  of  a  precedent  full  of  inconveniences  for  the 
future.    The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Humfrey  objected  to  the  discharge  of  the  rule,  as  the 
notice  was  clearly  bad. 

Patteson  J. — If  a  motion  were  made  now  to  quash  the 
return  for  its  introduction  of  impertinent  matter,  on  the 
next  return  being  made,  the  order  of  sessions  only  would  be 
brought  up;  but  that  being  good  on  the  face  of  it,  would 
be  confirmed.  The  same  result  arises  from  discharging  the 
rule. 

LiTTLEDALE  and  WiLLUMS  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  {a)* 

(a)  See  The  InhabUanti  of  Wei"  Coart  held  they  could  not  notice 
ton  Rivers  v.  St,  Peier*$  in  Marl-  any  thing  in  the  retam  to  a  ceitio- 
borough,  S  Salk.  492,  where  the      rari,  but  the  order  itself. 
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WednueUM,  The  QuEEN  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bbixham. 

May  SOM. 

An  order  of  UPON  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices,  for  the 

bLTunlewthe  ^^^^^^^  <>'  Mtabeth  Th(ma$  from  the  parish  of  Formo- 

removing  pa-  bam  to  the  pariflb  of  Brixham^  in  the  county  of  Devon, 

notice 'of  ^^^  sessions  confirmed  the  order^  subject  to  the  opinion  of 

cbaiigeability,  the  Court  upon  the  following  case: 

toaether  with  a           j                       i     .                .       -            i-    ■                .       e 

a  copy  of  the  ^^  <»'der  was  made  by  two  justices  of  the  county  of 

order  of  re-      Devon,  dated  the  7th  day  of  October,  1836,  for  the  removal 

moral,  on  the  '' 

other  parish,     of  Elizabeth  Thomas  from  the  parish  of  Formoham  to  the 

parish  of  Brixham,  in  the  county  of  Devon.    A  copy  of 
the  order  of  removal,  and  a  copy  of  the  examination  upon 
which  the  order  was  made,  was  served  on  the  parish  officers 
of  Brixham,  on  the  7th  day  of  October,  1836,  by  the  over* 
seers  of  the  parish  of  Formoham,  but  no  notice  in  writing 
of  the  said  Elizabeth  Thomas  being  chargeable  to  the  said 
parish  of  Formoham,  or  relieved  therein,  was  sent  together 
with  the  said  notices,  by  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the 
parish  of  Formohami  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Brix- 
ham.   On  the  £dth  day  of  October,  1836,  the  parish  officers 
of  Brixham  gave  notice  of  appeal  against  the  above  order  of 
removal,  and  on  the  2d  day  of  December  following  sent 
to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Formoham  a  statement  b 
writing,  under  their  hands,  of  the  grounds  of  their  appeal. 
The  two  grounds  first  stated  related  to  the  settlement  of  the 
pauper,  and  the  last  stated  was,  that  the  overseers  of  the 
parish  of  Formoham  had  omitted  to  send  with  the  before- 
mentioned  order  of  removal,  any  notice  of  the  said  Elizabeth 
Thomas  having  become   chargeable  to,  or  having  been 
relieved  by,  the  parish  of  Formoham,  as  directed  by  the 
79th  section  of  stat.  4  &  5  Will  4,  o.  76.    Upon  the  hear- 
ing of  the  appeal,  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  contended 
that  the  respondents  were  bound  to  prove  that  they  had 
given  the  above  notice.    The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
were  of  opinion  that  the  omiflioD  to  send  the  above  notice 
with  the  copy  of  the  order  was  not  any  ground  for  quashing 
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the  order^  and  after  hearing  evidence  and  counsel  on  the        1838. 

other  grounds  of  appeal,  confirmed  the  order  of  removal,  ri^Qvn 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  on  the  question  whether  v, 

the  omission  to  send  the  notice  of  chargeability  as  above  "BaiwAM.^ 
was  a  ground  for  quashing  the  order. 

M.  Smith,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions.  The 
omission  to  send  the  notice  was  no  ground  for  quashing  the 
order.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  How  then  were  the  parish  to 
take  advantage  of  it  7]  It  was  a  mere  irregularity  in  the 
service,  which  does  not  affect  the  order  itself,  and  the  parish 
of  Brisham  has  waived  it  by  appearing  at  the  sessions. 
Section  79  of  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  enacts  that  no  poor 
person  shall  be  removed  or  removeable,  unless  notice  of 
chargeability  to  the  removing  parish  has  been  sent;  and 
if  the  parish  of  Brixham  had  taken  no  step,  the  pauper 
could  not  have  been  removed  to  them ;  nor  can  he  now  be 
removed  until  notice  has  been  sent.  The  object  of  section  79 
was  to  obtain  the  decision  upon  the  appeal  before  the  pau* 
per  was  actually  removed,  and  that  object  has  been  attained 
in  this  case.  The  order  which  is  sought  to  be  quashed  is 
perfectly  good,  and  cannot  be  affected  by  the  omission  to 
do  something  subsequent,  and  which  is  only  necessary  for 
carrying  it  into  effect.  Before  the  new  Poor  Law  Act,  a 
pauper  might  be  moved  directly  the  order  was  made ;  now 
a  further  step  is  required,  but  the  order  is  the  same  in  both 
cases.  The  order  is  the  judgment  of  the  justices,  and  the 
appeal  is  against  their  judgment.  Under  the  35  Geo.  3, 
c.  10 J,  which  was  an  act  for  suspending  the  execution  of 
orders  of  removal,  in  case  of  the  pauper's  sickness,  some 
cases  were  decided  which  are  in  point  here.  In  Rex  v. 
Englefield{a),  an  order  of  removal  of  a  husband  and  his 
family  was  suspended,  as  to  the  husband,  for  a  year,  and 
on  the  husband's  dying  the  family  were  removed  without  an 
order  to  take  off  the  suspension  of  the  original  order,  and 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench  held  that,  as  the  order  of  removal 

(a)  Id  East,  817. 
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1838.        was  good  upon  the  face  of  it|  the  sessions  could  not  quash 

Jl^^^       '^^f  on  *he  ground  of  the  suspension  of  the  original  order  not 

t;.  having  been  taken  off.    That  was  a  stronger  case,  for  there 

^"b*^xham  ^^  ^^^  pauper's  family  had  been  actually  removed,  but  the  Court 
held  the  original  order  could  not  be  quashed  for  the  subse- 
quent irregularity.  The  same  principle  is  recognized  by  the 
Court  in  Rex  v.  Alnwick  (a).  Rex  v.  Penkridge  (6),  on  the 
other  hand,  is  distinguishable.  It  is  submitted  that  the 
parish  might  have  consented  to  receive  the  pauper  with- 
out any  notice  of  chargeability  having  been  sent  to  them, 
and  if  so,  they  might  appeal,  and  so  obtain  the  object 
of  the  notice;  or  they  might  have  treated  the  service  of  the 
order  as  a  nullity,  and  waited  until  it  was  properly  served. 
[PatttsoH  J.  You  contend  that  the  parish  of  Brixham  should 
have  done  nothing,  but  in  that  case  the  order  would  have 
stood,  and  would  have  been  binding  on  them.  The  words 
of  section  79  are,  that  the  pauper  shall  not  be  removed  or 
removeabU  until  twenty-one  days  after  a  notice  of  his  charge- 
ability  shall  have  been  sent.]  Removeable  means  remove- 
able  under  the  order,  that  is,  not  that  the  pauper  is  not  the 
subject  of  an  order,  but  that  he  shall  not  be  removeable 
under  it,  when  made,  till  after  notice  sent.  Besides,  the 
irregularity  was  waived  by  appearance  at  sessions.  In  Fraas 
V.  Paravicini  (c),  where  there  was  an  irregularity  in  signing 
judgment,  it  was  held  that,  as  the  defendant  attended  at  the 
execution  of  the  writ  of  inquiry,  he  had  thereby  waived  the 
irregularity. 

Elliott,  contri,  was  not  called  upon  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — ^We  are  of  opinion  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  act  was,  that  notice  of  chargeability  should  be 
sent  in  all  cases  where  an  order  of  removal  is  relied  upon. 

LtTTLEDALE,  Patteson  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  quash  the  Order  of  Sessions, 
(a)  5  B.  &  Aid.  184.        (6)  3  B,  &  Ad.  538.        (c)  4  Taunt.  545. 
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18S8. 


The  Queen  r.  Wall  Lynn. 
Upon  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  against  a  rate  for  the 


Occupier. 

Pioprietor. 

DescripiioQ  of  Property. 

Amount  of 
Rate. 

Wall  Lynn, 

George  Rodgers. 

House  22i.6(/.  Garden  li.6(i. 

£1.  4i, 

Wednesdi^f 
May  ZOth, 

On  an  appeal 
relief  of  the  poor  of  Sheffield^  the  West  Riding  Quarter  against  a  poor 

Sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  ^'^|Jat*{||^*'^" 

Court    upon   the   following  case  : — This   was   an  appeal  appellant  was 

against  a  rate  and  assessment,  bearing  date   1st  of  July,  ^^^  ^^^^ 

1835,  entitled  an  assessment  made  for  the  necessary  relief  brewer  of  H. 

.  &  Co.,  and 

of  the  poor,  and  for  other  purposes  in  the  several  acts  of  that  by  an 

parliament  mentioned,  relating  to  the  poor  of  the  township  J^™*."'  ^" 
of  Sheffield,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  made  and  him,  they 
and  assessed  this  1st  day  of  July,  a.  d.  1835,  being  the  first  J^^a'cendn 
book  at  %$.  in  the  pound  for  the  present  year,  wherein  the  salary  and  a 
appellant  was  rated  as  follows :—  \^^^q  them, To 

occapy  free  of 
rent  and  taxes, 
and  he  was  to 
take  in  another 
servant  of  il.& 
Co.  if  requir- 
ed.   The  ap- 

Catherine  Eyre  and  Hannah  Rawson  are  the  proprietors  pied  the  house 

of  a  brewery  in  the  town  of  Sheffield,  and  the  appellant  f«f  •oraf  ^?«» 

.  .  ■^'^  andonleavmg 

Wall  Lynn  is  their  servant  and  head  brewer.     From  the  it,hetookano- 

year  1828,  down  to  the  month  of  February,  1833,  the  ap-  £^on^nJ'j||''' 

pellant  resided  in  a  house  situate  in  the  brewery  yard,  under  them,  which 

an  agreement,  bearing   date  the  Ist  of  November,  18£8,  jt&Co!*were 

made  between  the  said  appellant  and  the  said  Hannah  ^^  parties  to 

Rawson,  and  a  copy  of  which  agreement  is  annexed  to  this  this  house,  hut 

case.     In  the  month  of  February,  1833,  the  health  of  the  ^^^y  P*]^  '**« 

.  J^at  and  rates, 

appellant  being  impaired,  he  removed  from  the  house  in  the  The  appellant 

brewery  yard  to  one  with  a  garden  attached  to  it,  at  Farm  reeulariyTn  his 
Bank,  a  quarter  or  half  a  mile  from  it,  belonging  to  one  own  name  for 
Edward  Whitehead  Drury,  who,  upon  the  trial  of  the  ap-  j^t-^  j^d  also 

for  the  poor's 
rate :  he  had  objected  to  being  assessed  to  the  poor's  rate,  but  the  two  last  rates  pre- 
vious to  the  one  appealed  against  hnd  been  paid  without  objection.  The  appellant  oad 
also  paid  the  registration  shilline  under  the  Reform  Act,  and  had  voted  as  the  occupier 
with  a  10/.  quahfication  :^Held,  that  the  appellant  was  properly  rated,  as  his  occupa- 
tion was  in  no  ways  subordinate  to  his  service,  and  the  payment  of  rent  by  R,  &  Co. 
was  an  immaterial  circumstance. 
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peal,  stated  that  he  made  the  agreement  with  the  appellant, 

JT'X^^      ^"^  ^^^  "^  ^^®  ^'^^  ^?ou  the  matter,  and  that  the  rent  was 
V.  35/.  per  annum,  but  that  he  considered  Rawson  &  Co.  as 

WallLtnit.  jjjg  tgnjintj^  Upon  the  sale  of  the  said  house  and  garden 
by  Drury  to  one  George  Rodgers,  the  same  tenancy  was 
continued.  When  the  appellant  removed  from  the  house  in 
the  brewery  yard  to  the  house  at  Farm  Bank,  the  furniture 
which  belonged  to  the  proprietors  of  the  brewery  was  then 
removed  to  the  house  at  Farm  Bank,  and  another  servant  of 
Rawson  &  Co.  was  then  put  by  them  into  the  occupation  of 
that  house  in  the  brewery  yard,  which  up  to  that  time  had 
been  occupied  by  the  appellant.  The  appellant's  salary 
was  at  the  same  time  increased ;  the  rent  and  rates  were 
paid  by  Rawson  &  Co.  at  the  brewery.  The  assessment 
for  window  duty  for  the  house  at  Farm  Bank  was  regularly 
made  in  the  name  of  the  appellant,  from  the  time  of  his  en- 
tering upon  the  house  down  to  the  trial  of  this  appeal,  and 
paid  at  the  brewery  without  any  objection  to  the  form  of 
assessment.  Appellant  had  also  been  assessed  to  the  poor's 
rate  in  every  rate  since  his  entry  upon  the  house  and  garden 
at  Farm  Bank,  in  respect  of  those  premises.  An  objection 
was  made  to  the  last  rate  but  two  before  that  appealed 
against,  on  the  ground  that  Rawson  &  Co.,  and  not  the  ap- 
pellant, ought  to  have  been  rated,  but  the  two  last  rates  had 
been  in  the  same  name  as  before,  and  they  had  been  paid 
without  objection.  In  1833,  the  appellant  was  summoned 
for  the  payment  of  the  registration  shilling,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Reform  Act,  which  he  paid,  together  with 
the  costs  of  the  summons.  In  the  years  1832  and  1833, 
when  the  name  of  the  said  appellant  was  inserted  in  the  list 
of  voters  for  the  election  of  members  of  parliament  for  the 
borough  of  Sheffield,  as  the  occupier  of  the  house  at  Farm 
Bank,  the  appellant  objected  to  bis  name  being  inserted 
in  the  list.  No  formal  objection  however  had  been  made 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  the 
name  of  the  said  appellant  remained  upon  the  register.  In 
the  year  1834,  the  name  of  the  said  appellant  was  again  in« 
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flerted  in  the  list  of  borough  voten ;  a  regular  objection  was        1838. 
made  to  his  name  being  inserted  there,  which  was  disal-    J^k^' 
lowed  by  the  revismg  barnsteri  after  hearing  evidence  on  the  v. 

subject,  and  the  appellant's  name  was  retained.  At  the  ^^^^I-ymn- 
election  for  borough  members  in  January,  1836,  the  appel- 
lant tendered  his  vote,  and  on  being  asked  whether  he  voted 
for  the  house  in  Shrewsbury  Road,  Farm  Bank,  replied 
that  he  did,  and  voted  accordingly.  The  appellant,  at  the 
time  of  the  appeal,  insisted,  in  conformity  with  his  notice  of 
appeal,  that  he  lived  in  the  house  at  Farm  Bank  as  a  servant 
only,  and  was  not  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor, 
but  that  the  said  Catherine  Eyre  and  Hannah  Rawson  ought 
to  have  been  rated  for  the  same.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal,  the  said  Catherine  Eyre  and  Hannah  Rawson  ap- 
peared by  their  counsel,  and  contended  that  they  were  the 
parties  liable  to  be  rated,  and  that  the  said  appellant  oc- 
cupied the  said  house  and  garden  at  Farm  Bank  as  their 
servant  only.  The  sessions  decided  that  the  said  appellant 
was  liable  to  be  rated  as  the  occupier  of  the  said  house  and 
garden,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  all  the  facts 
of  the  case. 

The  agreement  referred  to  in  the  case  was  made  on  the 
Isl  of  November,  1828,  between  Wall  Lynn  of  the  one 
part,  and  Hannah  RatOion  of  the  other,  in  which,  after  an 
undertaking  by  Wall  Lynn  to  serve  Rawson  and  her  co- 
partner in  the  capacity  of  a  clerk  and  brewer,  the  said  H. 
Rawson  promised  to  pay  the  said  Lynn  150/.  yearly,  and  to 
permit  him  to  occupy  and  enjoy  the  house  adjoining  the 
buildings  and  brewery,  as  and  for  the  place  of  his  residence, 
free  and  clear  of  all  rent,  rates,  and  taxes ;  Thomas  Bicks, 
another  clerk  in  the  said  brewery,  being  also  provided  with 
board  and  lodging  in  the  said  house  if  required  by  the  said 
H.  Rawson,  the  said  T.  Bicks  also  paying  the  expenses  of 
his  board ;  which  salary  and  house  accommodation  are  to  be 
in  full  satisfaction  and  compensation  for  all  other  perqui- 
sites of  every  description,  and  for  any  expenses  incurred  by 
him  in  the  business. 
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1838.  Baines,  in  support  of  the  order  of  sessions,  was  stopped 

^X^      by  the  Court. 
The  QuEBH       '' 

V. 

Wall  Ltkw.  Wortley,  contri.— The  question  turns  upon  the  agree- 
ment of  1888f  and  the  Court  is  to  decide  whether  it  does 
not  appear  from  that  document  that  the  occupation  of  Lynn 
was  as  a  servant  only.  The  principle  on  which  these  cases 
turn  is  this :  if  the  residence  of  the  party  is  not  necessarily 
connected  with  and  subordinate  to  the  service,  then  the  oc- 
cupier is  to  be  rated ;  if  it  is,  then  the  owner  of  the  house  is 
to  be  rated ;  Rex  v.  Cheshunt  {a),  Rex  v.  Kehtern  (6)i  Rex 
V.  Seacroft  (c).  Rex  v.  Minster  {d).  Lynn  clearly  occupied 
as  a  servant,  he  paid  neither  rent  nor  taxes,  and  under  the 
agreement  he  was  bound  to  take  another  servant  under  his 
roof.  [Pd^/fjoif,  J.  Neither  of  those  circumstances  sig- 
nifies. Rawson  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  rent,  and  what 
Ly9m  agreed  to  do  as  to  taking  in  a  lodger  in  a  former 
house,  can  have  nothing  to  do  with  his  agreement  with 
another  party  touching  another  house.]  In  construing  agree- 
ments of  this  kind;  the  rule  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Crediton  (e), 
(which  has  been  found  so  useful  with  regard  to  contracts  of 
apprenticeship,)  should  be  applied,  viz.  that  the  primary  in- 
tention of  the  parties  should  be  looked  at.  If  the  sessions 
had  examined  the  agreement  with  that  rule  before  them, 
they  must  have  found  that  the  house  was  given  to  Lynn  to 
enable  him  to  devote  himself  more  exclusively  to  the  busi- 
ness. Rex  V.  Field  (f)  is  an  authority  that,  if  the  sessions 
have  not  applied  the  proper  rule  in  cases  of  this  kind, 
the  Court  will  review  their  decision.  Rex  v.  Melkridge  (g) 
is  probably  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  but  it  is  distin- 
guishable ;  for  there  the  occupation  was  not  connected  with 
the  service,  and  formed  no  part  of  the  original  contract. 
The  appellant  Lynn  in  this  case  has  several  times  objected 

(a)  1  B.  &  Aid.  473.  {e)  S  B.  &  Ad.  493. 

(6)  5  M.  &  S.  136.  (/)  5  T.  R.  687. 

(c)  «  M.  &  S.  472.  (g)  1  T.  R.  598. 
(<0  3  M.  fc  S.  276. 


Tl)e  Queen 

V, 
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to  being  rated  as  occupier^  and  his  employers  have  put  in 

their  claim.     The  consequences  would  be  most  injurious  if 

employers  of  workmen  couM  put  their  men  into  houses,  and 

pay  the  rent  for  them  in  lieu  of  wages,  and  thereby  create    Wall  Lynn- 

fictitious  votes  under  the  Reform  Act,  (2  Will.  4,  c.  45, 

s.  «7.) 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — I  think,  on  the  facts  set  forth,  that 
this  case  is  entirely  free  from  doubt.  The  appellant  rents 
and  occupies  a  house,  and  is  rated  to  all  the  burdens  con- 
sequent on  such  occupation.  None  of  the  cases  cited  come 
into  question,  for  in  all  of  them  the  tenement  occupied 
was  the  property  of  the  master.  It  would  hardly  be  con- 
tended that  the  payment  of  rent  and  taxes  by  a  master  for 
a  house  occupied  by  his  servant  makes  the  occupation 
auxiliary  to  the  service.  The  cases  cited  where  the  occu- 
pation has  been  held  to  bear  this  character,  are  the  cases 
of  a  butler  occupying  a  pantry,  a  coachman  the  offices^ 
and  similar  cases,  between  which  and  the  present  there  is 
no  analogy. 

LiTTLEDALB  J. —  Wall  Lynn  was,  without  any  doubt, 
in  law  the  tenant  of  the  person  from  whom  he  took  the 
house.  The  house  was  also  occupied  by  him  as  absolute 
owner,  for  his  employers  had  no  right  whatever  to  put  any 
one  in,  or  any  authority  over  his  occupation.  The  mere 
payment  of  rent  by  them  gave  them  no  control  over  it,  any 
more  than  any  other  gratuity  to  him.  which  they  might  be 
pleased  to  allow. 

Patteson  J.— Our  decision  in  this  case  does  not  touch 
any  of  the  other  cases  on  the  subject.  The  appellant  here 
is  the  actual  tenant  of  the  house,  and  his  employers  had 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it.  By  the  agreement  they 
were  to  give  him  a  house  near  the  brewery,  but  if  he  left  it 
they  were  under  no  obligation  to  find  him  another  house. 

VOL.  in.  BE 
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1838.  Williams  J.— In  Rex  v.  Field  (a),  the  matron  of  the 

^'^^>^^^      Philanthropic  Society  had  no  distinct  apartment  in  the 

e  ^^BEH    j^^^g^^  except  a  bed-chamber ;  her  services  were  required 

Wall  Lynn,  there  at  any  moment,  and  she  was  dismissible  on  a  month's 

notice. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 

(a)  5  T.  B.  687. 


The  Queen  v.  The  Rector,  Churchwardens,  and 

Monday,  Parishioners  of  St.  Mary,  Lambeth. 

May  98/A. 

1.  If  a  Doll  Sir  J.  CAMPBELL  A.  G.,  iu  Easter  term  last,  had  ob- 
at  an  election  tained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why 
forchurchwar-  ^  ^^t  q[  niandamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  them,  corn- 
dens,  under  ,.  ,  ,  , ,  .  /.  ■  e 
Siurges            mandmg  them  to  hold  a  vestry  meetmg,  for  the  purpose  of 

Bourne  s  Act    greeting  fit  and  proper  persons  to  be  churchw^ardens  of  the 

c.  69),  every     parish  for  the  remainder  of  the  year.     The  affidavits  upon 

^^^wheth^^^^^    which  this  rule  was  obtained  stated,  that  on  the  17th  April 

previously  pre-  last,  being  the  Tuesday  in  Easter  week,  a  vestry  meeting 

vestry  or  not,    ^^'  held,  pursuant  to  notice,  to  choose  churchwardens,  and 

has  a  right  to    fQ^  other   purposes.     The   rector,  according   to   custom, 

come  in  and  .  ,  ,        ,  ,  ,       .   ,    ,  . 

vote,  and  the    navmg  nommated  one   churchwarden,   the  inhabitants  in 

fesfr"^doo«^  vestry  assembled,  entitled  to  vote  under  the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  G9, 
during  the  {Slitrges  Bourne*s  Act,)  proceeded  to  the  election  of  three 
exclude  voters  Other  churchwardens.  Henry  Saunders,  John  Hunt,  and 
is  illegal.  John  Barton,  having  been  proposed  by  one  party,  and  John 

the  doors  were  Shepherd,  David  Sattgster,  and  Charles  Lovett,  by  the  other: 
80  closed,  ^  ^  ypQj,  ^  gjjg^y  Qf  hands  the  former  had  a  majority,  upon 
tion  of  church-  which  a  poll  of  the  parish  in  the  following  terms,  in  behalf 
i7  d^^not^dis-  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  candidates,  was  demanded  by  two  rated  inha- 
tinctly  appear  bitants,  "  We  demand  a  poll  of  the  whole  parish  on  behalf 
inhabitant  was  ^^*^'  S*  8cc.,  proposed  as  churchwardens."  A  difference  of 
excluded  from  opinion  being  expressed  whether  the  legal  mode  of  taking 

Court  refused 

CO  grant  a  mandamus  for  n  fresh  election. 
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the  poll  should  be  by  the  parishioners  at  large,  or  by  the 
vestrymen  then  present;  the  chairman  took  the  opinion  of 
the  vestry,  on  shew  of  hands,  who  decided  that  the  poll 
should  be  taken  of  the  inhabitants  then  present  only.  The 
poll  was  then  taken,  and  the  candidates  first  named  had 
again  the  majority,  and  were  declared  duly  elected.  It  was 
then  sworn,  that  during  the  time  of  the  poll  being  so  taken, 
the  doors  were  closed  by  order  of  the  chairman.  The  affi- 
davit of  a  rated  inhabitant,  named  Cawston,  stated  that  he 
was  present  at  the  vestry  during  the  taking  of  the  poll,  and 
that  he  saw  out  of  the  window  several  inhabitants  of  the 
parish,  and  amongst  others  one  WootOHf  whom  he  knew 
personally,  and  who  was  a  rated  inhabitant,  and  that  Wooton 
knocked  repeatedly  and  loudly  at  the  vestry  door  for  admis- 
sion, but  without  effect,  and  that  he  and  the  other  inhabit- 
ants did  not  gain  admission  for  half  an  hour,  when  the  poll 
was  over.  The  affidavit  of  a  rated  inhabitant,  named 
Pinkell,  stated  that  he  was  present  at  the  vestry  meeting  at 
the  commencement,  and  having  left  it  for  about  three  quar- 
ters of  an  hour,  on  his  return  found  the  doors  shut,  and 
after  waiting  twenty  minutes,  when  he  gained  admission,  he 
learned  that  a  poll  had  been  just  taken. 
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1888. 
The  Queen 

V, 

The  Rector, 

&c.  of 
St.  Mart, 
Lambeth. 


Sir  W.  W,  Follett  and  Hayes^  now  shewed  cause.  The 
demand  of  the  poll  of  the  whole  parish  instead  of  the  vestry 
was  not  authorized  by  law,  for  the  election  of  churchwardens 
ought  to  take  place  in  vestry ;  Prideaux,  Churchwardens, 
p.  70  (a) ;  where  it  is  laid  down  that,  where  a  vestry  is  duly 
assembled,  the  voluntary  absence  of  the  inhabitants  who 
do  not  attend,  amounts  to  a  devolution  of  power  on  those 
who  do  attend,  and  that  every  act  of  the  major  part  of  those 
present  at  such  meetings  is  in  law  the  act  of  the  whole 
parish.  Here  the  vestry  was  held  on  the  accustomed  day 
for  elections,  and  it  appears  by  the  affidavits,  that  notice  of 
the  objects  of  the  meeting  was  given,  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  58  Geo.  3,  c.  6g.    The  vestry  being  therefore  duly 

(a)  loth  cd.  b^  T^rwhitt. 
E  E  2 
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1838.        assembledi  the  chairman  was  right  in  proceeding  to  an  im- 

/^^J""**^      mediate   poll ;  and  the  opposite  parties  were  wrong  in 

V.  claiming  to  put  a  stop  to  the  proceedings  of  the  vestry,  by 

&c^f °'^'  referring  to  the  whole  parish  an  election  which  by  law  ought 
St.  MAHTy  to  take  place  in  vestry.  The  case  of  Campbell  v.  Maund(fi), 
which  will  be  relied  on  in  support  of  the  rule,  is  not  an 
authority  to  shew  that  when  a  poll  is  demanded  the  right 
of  election  is  taken  from  the  vestry,  but  only  decides  that 
the  right  to  demand  a  poll  is  incidental  to  all  elections  of 
parish  officers^  and  that  such  poll  may  be  demanded  after  a 
shew  of  hands ;  but  the  poll,  when  taken,  is  still  the  act  of 
the  vestry,  and  the  taking  of  it  is  a  continuance  of  the  vestry. 
Before  that  case  the  law  was,  that  only  those  present  at  the 
vestry  at  the  time  had  the  right  of  voting  (6);  and  the  law 
still  is,  that  it  is  only  the  chairman  who  has  the  right  to  ad- 
journ the  vestry;  Rex  v.  Archdeacon  of  Cheiter{c),  Rex  v. 
St.  Mary,  Lambeth  {d).  It  will  however  be  argued  that  the 
vestry  should  be  kept  open,  so  that  every  voter  may  have  ac- 
cess to  the  poll;  that  the  effect  of  closing  the  doors  here  was 
to  con6ne  the  election  to  such  as  were  present  at  the  shew  of 
hands,  and  thereby  to  render  the  demand  of  the  poll  nugatory. 
But  assuming  the  closing  of  the  doors  to  have  been  impro- 
per, this  will  not  vitiate  the  election,  unless  it  appear  that 
a  sufficient  number  of  voters  were  excluded  to  affect  the 
result  of  the  election.  So  far  from  that  being  the  case,  it 
does  not  appear  from  the  affidavits  that  any  one  voter  was 
wrongfully  excluded.  Only  two  instances  of  rated  iuhabit- 
ants  are  brought  forward,  and  of  these  only  one  makes  an 
affidavit,  by  which  it  appears  that  he  voluntarily  absented 
himself,  after  the  question  arose  in  the  vestry ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that,  when  he  returned  and  found  the  doors 
closed,  he  made  any  attempt  to  gain  admittance,  or  that 
he  intended  to  vote.  With  respect  to  the  second  instance, 
as  the  voter  makes  no  affidavit  himself,  it  does  not  appear 
whether  he  wished  to  vote,  or  even  whether  he  had  or  had 

(fl)  5  A.  &  E.  865;  S.  C.  1  N.  (c)  1  A.  &  E.  34«;  S.  C.  3  N. 

&  P.  558.  &  M.  413. 

(6)  4  Barn's  E.  L.,  Vestry,  9.  (d)  t  A.  &  E.  346,  n. 


The  Queen 
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not  voted.  And  although  the  aflBdavits  state  that  other 
inhabitants  were  standing  outside  the  doors,  it  is  not  alleged 
that  any  of  these  were  rated  inhabitants,  or  entitled  to  vote.  v. 

No  injury  is  therefore  shewn  to  have  resulted  from  tlie        jt^of^'^' 
closing  of  the  doors,  and  the  Court  will  not  invalidate  the     St.  Mart, 
election  because  a  mistake  was  made  in  supposing  that 
the  doors  ought  to  be  closed,  when  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  vestry  were  in  any  manner 
affected  by  this  mistake. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  6.,  contrd.  The  only  question  in 
dispute  at  the  vestry  was,  whether  the  poll  ought  to  be 
taken  of  those  present  only,  or  of  all  other  rated  inhabitants 
who  might  choose  to  come  in  and  record  their  votes.  The 
chairman  took  the  sense  of  the  vestry  on  shew  of  hands,  who 
decided  that  the  poll  should  be  of  those  present  only,  and 
the  doors  were  closed ;  and  it  distinctly  appears  by  the  affida- 
vits, that  other  rated  inhabitants  could  not  get  in  during  the 
poll,  although  they  attempted  to  do  so.  No  question,  there- 
fore, as  to  the  power  of  the  chairman  to  adjourn  the  vestry 
arises,  but  as  the  law  enables  the  parishioners  to  demand  a 
poll,  by  which  parties  not  present  may  come  in  and  record 
their  votes,  Anthony  v.  Seger{a)f  Campbell  v.  Maund{b), 
the  point  is,  shall  the  parishioners  present  be  allowed  to 
defeat  the  law,  by  closing  the  doors,  and  preventing  any  one 
from  voting  but  those  actually  present  ? 

Lord  DfiN  MAN  C.J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged,  for  although  there  is  no  doubt  whatever 
as  to  the  law  of  the  case,  it  really  does  not  appear  on  the 
affidavits  that  any  single  elector  was  prevented  from  voting. 
If  the  effect  of  closing  the  doors  had  been  to  exclude  any 
one  who  had  a  right  to  vote,  and  an  intention  of  exer- 
cising that  right,  the  case  would  have  assumed  a  different 
aspect,  but  it  does  not  at  all  appear  that  if  the  whole  parish 

(a)  1  Hagg.  Con.  Rep.  0.  (6)  5  A.  &  £.  865;  1  N.  fc  P; 
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had  been  present,  the  result  of  the  election  would  have  beea 
different 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — ^The  law  on  the  subject  is  quite  clear, 
that,  if  a  poll  is  taken,  all  the  rated  inhabitants  have  a  right 
to  come  in  and  record  their  votes,  but  it  is  impossible  to 
say  that  any  thing  that  has  been  done  in  this  parish  renders 
the  result  different  from  what  it  would  have  been,  if  no 
incorrect  decision  had  been  come  to  by  the  vestry. 


Pattbson  and  Williams  Js.  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


Wednesday,  The  QuEBN  V.  Stock  and  another. 

May  30th, 

1.  Under  UPON  an  appeal  to  the  Warwickshire  Epiphany  quarter 
c.%4  8.I39  '  sessions,  18d7»  against  an  order,  under  the  common  seal  of 
his  late  majesty's  commissioners  for  building  new  churches, 
whereby  the  said  commissioners,  with  the  consent  of  two 
the"'^*^^r**o7^  justices  of  the  county  of  Warwick,  ordered  that  certain 
footpaths  in  the  church-yard  of  St.  Philip,  Birmingham, 
should  be  stopped  up  and  discontinued ;  the  quarter  ses- 
sions quashed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this 
Court  upon  a  case  which  stated  the  following  facts: 

The  respondents  were  made  a  corporation  by  the  third 
form  pre-  .  -.    .  ^  t  .  1 

scribed  by  the  section  of  the  statute  59  Geo.  9,  c.  134,  which  was  an  act 

55  Geo.  3,  jQ  amend  and  render  more  effectual  an  act  passed  in  the 
c.  00.     Ihe  ^  ^  ^     ^  ... 

notice  pre-       previous  session,  for  building  and  promoting  the  building 

act  state/ that  ^^  additional  churches  in  populous  parishes;   which  act, 

the  order  will 

be  lodged  at  the  next  quarter  sessions,  and  will  then  be  confirmed  and  inroHed,  unless 
upon  an  appeal  against  the  same,  to  be  then  rande,  it  be  otherwise  determined.  The 
59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  contained  no  other  enactment  relating  to  an  appeals— Held  that, 
although  it  appeared  to  be  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  give  an  appeal  against  the 
order  of  the  commissioners,  they  had  not  carried  that  intention  into  effect. 

2.  Where  an  act  of  parliament  directs  a  mode  of  procedure  to  be  adopted,  as  con- 
tained in  a  former  act,  the  repeal  of  such  act  does  not  operate  to  repeal  the  procedure 
directed,  which  is  to  be  considered  as  incorporated  in  the  latter  act. 


the  commis- 
sioners for 
building  new 


stopping  up 
unnecessary 
paths  in 
church-yards, 
on  giving  no- 
tice in  the 
manner  and 
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as  well  as  the  recited  act,  is  to  be  considered  part  of  this 
case.  The  d9th  section  of  that  act  is  in  the  following 
terms :  "  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  said  commissioners^  if  they  should  think  fit,  to 
alter,  repair,  pull  down  and  rebuild,  or  order  or  direct 
to  be  altered,  repaired,  pulled  down  and  rebuilt,  the  walls 
or  fences  of  any  existing  church-yard  or  burial  ground  of 
any  parish  or  chapelry,  and  to  fence  off,  with  walls  or  other- 
wise, any  additional  or  new  burial  ground  to  be  set  out  or 
provided  by  virtue  of  this  act;  and  also  to  stop  up  and  dis- 
continue, or  alter  or  vary,  or  order  to  be  stopped  up  and 
discontinued,  or  altered  or  varied,  any  entrance  or  gate 
leading  into  any  church-yard  or  burial  ground,  and  the 
paths,  footpaths  and  passages  into,  through  or  over  the 
same,  as  to  them  may  appear  useless  or  unnecessary,  or  as 
they  should  think  fit  to  alter  or  vary,  provided  that  the 
same  be  done  with  the  consent  of  any  two  justices  of  the 
peace  of  the  county,  city,  town  or  place,  where  any  such 
entrance,  gate,  path  or  passage  shall  be  stopped  up  or 
altered;  and  on  notice  being  given,  in  the  manner  and  form 
prescribed  by  an  act  passed  in  the  fifty-fifth  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  present  Majesty,  intituled,  '  An  Act  to  amend 
an  Act  of  the  Thirteenth  Year  of  his  present  Majesty,  for 
the  Amendment  and  Preservation  of  the  Public  Highways, 
in  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  Notice  of  Appeal  against 
turning  and  diverting  a  Public  Highway,  and  to  extend  the 
Provisions  of  the  same  Act  to  the  stopping  up  of  unneces- 
sary Roads'. "  The  act  of  parliament  referred  to  in  that 
section,  as  passed  in  the  fifty-fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
late  Majesty,  viz.  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  was  repealed  by  the 
Stat.  5  Si  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  1,  which  received  the  royal 
assent  on  the  31  st  August,  1835.  At  the  sessions  the 
respondents  produced  an  order,  made  by  his  majesty's  com- 
missioners for  building  churches,  under  their  corporate  seal, 
with  the  consent  of  two  magistrates  for  the  county  of  War- 
wick, residing  in  the  town  of  Birmingham,  bearing  date 
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1838.        the  2d  dajr  of  March,  1837.    The  following  is  the  order 

^u^.-t-j*      referred  to,  and  was  retarned  to  this  Court  upon  the  cer- 
Tlie  Queen      . 

y,  tiorari. 

and  anoUier  "  ^^  '"'  majesty's  commissiooers  for  building  new  cbnrches,  do 
hereby,  with  the  consent  of  J,  F.  L,  and  F,  L^  Esqrs.,  two  of  his 
majesty's  justices  &c.  for  the  county  of  Warwick,  order  that  the  under^ 
mentioned  paths,  footpaths  and  passages,  ftc,  should  be  stopped  up 
and  discontinued;  that  is  to  say,  &c.,  and  which  said  several  paths  &c., 
appear  to  us  useless  and  unnecessary.    Dated  2d  day  of  March,  1897." 

The  consent  (a)  of  the  justices,  referred  to  in  the  above 
order,  was  as  follows : 

**  Warwickshire,  to  wit.  We,  J.  F.  L.  and  F.  L.,  Esqrs.,  two  of  his 
majesty's  justices  for  the  county  of  Warwick,  at  a  special  sessions,  held 
at  &c.,  on  &c.,  having  upon  view  found  that  certain  paths  &c.  (describ- 
ing them  by  metes  and  bounds),  are  useless  and  unnecessary,  do  hereby 
consent  to  the  said  several  paths  &c.  being  discontinued  and  stopped 
up,  pursuant  to  the  powers  contained  in  an  act,  intituled,  &c.  Given 
under  our  hands  and  seals,  the  SOth  January,  1837.** 

The  appellants  were  gentlemen  residing  in  or  near  the 
parish  of  St.  Philip,  Birmingham,  and  were  aggrieved  by 
the  order  of  the  commissioners.  They  gave  notice  of  ap- 
peal in  the  usual  form.  This  notice  was  served,  more  than 
ten  days  before  the  quarter  sessions,  upon  the  respondents, 
the  consenting  magistrates,  and  the  surveyors  of  the  high- 
ways of  the  parish  of  Birmingham,  of  which  St.  Philip's 
parish,  for  this  purpose,  forms  part,  and  affixed  to  the  door 
of  the  church  of  St.  Philip,  and  of  the  parish  church  of 
St.  Martin,  Birmingham.  At  the  quarter  sessions  the 
appellants  entered  their  appeal  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
and  their  counsel  claimed  to  be  heard  in  support  of  it. 
This  was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  commissioners, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  not,  in  point  of  law,  any 
appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions  from  an  order  made  by  his 
majesty's  commissioners  for  building  new  churches,  under 
the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  s.  39-  The  Court  of  Quarter  Ses^ 
sions  decided  that  there  was  such  right  of  appeal,  and 
accordingly  entertained  the  said  appeal.    On  the  part  of 

(a)  this  order  was  also  returned  with  the  case  upon  the  certiorari^ 
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the  commissioners^  the  publication  of  certain  notices  (which 
were  in  the  following  form)  was  then  proved: 

"  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  on  the  2d  day  of  March,  in  the  year 
1837,  an  order  was  made  by  his  majesty's  commissioners  for  building 
new  churches^  by  and  with  the  consent  of  Joseph  Frederick  Ledsam^ 
Esq.  and  Francit  Lloydy  Esq.,  two  of  his  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  of  Warwick,  for  stopping  up  and  discontinuing  the 
under- mentioned  paths,  footways  and  passages,  within  the  church*yard 
belonging  to  the  parish  church  of  St.  Philip,  in  Birmingham,  in  the 
county  of  Warwick,  that  is  to  say,  (here  followed  a  description  of  the 
path,  in  the  same  words  as  above  stated,  but  without  reference  to 
the  plan).  And  that  the  said  order  will  be  lodged  with  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  for  the  said  county  of  Warwick,  at  the  general  quarter  ses- 
sions of  the  peace,  to  be  holden  at  Warwick,  in  and  for  the  said  county 
of  Warwick,  on  the  4th  day  of  April  next.  And  also  that  the  said 
order  will,  at  the  said  quarter  sessions,  be  confirmed  and  inrolled, 
unless  upon  an  appeal  against  the  same,  to  be  then  made,  it  be  other- 
wise determined.    Dated  this  4th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  1837. 

<<  H,  M.  GriffUhi,  Solicitor,  Birmingham." 

But,  as  it  appeared  that  two  orders  had  been  made  by  the 
commissioners,  and  that  the  notices  did  not  refer  to  the  order 
then  produced^  the  Court  quashed  the  order.  If  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  sessions  had 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  the  said  appeal,  then  the  order  of 
sessions  is  to  be  confirmed ;  if  not,  it  is  to  be  quashed. 
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Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  Balguy  and  MeUor,  in  support 
of  the  order  of  sessions.  The  two  questions  raised  in  this 
case  are^  whether  an  appeal  is  given  by  the  59  Geo.  3, 
c.  134^  s.  d9i  to  the  sessions,  against  an  order  of  commis- 
sioners for  stopping  up  a  church  path,  and  if  so,  whether 
such  appeal  is  taken  away  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50. 

I.  By  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  s.  SQ,  the  commissioners  for 
building  new  churches  have  the  power  to  stop  up  such 
church  paths  as  may  appear  to  them  unnecessary,  subject 
to  a  "  notice  being  given  in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed 
by  55  Geo.  S,  c.  68."  That  act,  which  was  passed  to  regu- 
late the  practice  of  appeals  under  the  old  Highway  Act 
(13  Geo.  3,  c.  78),  contains  in  its  schedule  the  form  of  notice 
which  is  directed  to  be  adopted^  when  an  appeal  to  ses- 


First  point: 
An  appeal  is 
given  against 
3ie  commis- 
sioners' order 
for  stopping  up 
a  church  path, 
by  59  Geo.  3, 
c.  134,  8.  39a 
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siona  is  to  be  made.    The  commissioners  actiog  under  the 
69  Geo.  S,  c.  134,  have  adopted  that  form  of  notice,  inviting 
the  attention  of  all  parties  interested  in  the  order  made  by 
them,  and  giving  them  an  opportunity  of  appealmg,  and 
now  it  is  contended  that  there  is  no  appeal  against  their 
order.     But  what  can  be  the  meaning  of  the  notice  directed 
to  be  given  by  the  59  Geo.  S,  c.  134,  unless  it  be  to  give 
any  party  grieved  the  right  of  appeal  ?  for  it  will  be  ob- 
served the  notice  is  given  after  the  order  is  made*  when  the 
justices  are  fundi  officio.    It  was  intended,  no  doubt|  to 
subject  the  orders  of  commissioners^  stopping  up  a  path, 
under  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134|  to  the  same  control  that 
orders  of  justices,  for  a  like  purpose,  are  subjected  to  under 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  and  for  that  purpose  the  like  notice  point- 
ing out  an  appeal  is  directed  to  be  given.     No  particular 
form  of  words  is  required  for  creating  a  jurisdiction,  if  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  be  apparent.    Thus,  in  Res  v. 
Si,  James,  Westminster  {a),  where  a  local  act  provided  that 
if  any  person  found  himself  aggrieved  by  any  rate,  he  should 
first  apply  to  two  justices,  and  if  not  relieved,  he  should  be 
obliged  to  pay  such  rate,  and  then  might  appeal  to  the  next 
quarter  sessions,  although  the  act  gave  the  justices  no 
power  to  administer  an  oath,  and  contained  no  direction  as 
to  the  mode  of  hearing  the  complaint,  it  was  held  that  by 
necessary  implication  the  two  justices  had  power  to  hear 
the  complaint,  and  relieve  the  party.     Patteson  J.  there 
said,  ''  I  cannot  conceive  that  the  legislature  should  do  so 
absurd  a  thing  as  to  direct  an  application  to  justices,  and 
then  oblige  the  justices  to  say  to  the  person  applying, '  we 
have  no  power  to  relieve  you,  therefore  you  must  go  to  the 
sessions'. "     So  in  this  case,  as  the  statute  has  directed  a 
notice  to  be  used,  pointing  out  an  appeal,  it  must  have 
intended  that  there  should  be  an  appeal.     It  is  true  that 
the  notice  is  contained  in  the  schedule  to  the  act,  but  the 
schedule  must  be  considered  equally  with  the  body  of  the 

(a)  S  A.  &  E.  341;  8.  C.  4  N.  &  M.  S6S. 


TBINITT  TERM,  I  VICT.  425 

act;  Rex  v.  Milvert09i{a).    The  Court  also  will  construe        less. 

liberally  any  clause  which  gives  to  the  subject  a  right  of   J^l^ 

appeal.    Many  cases  to  this  effect  were  cited  m  negtna  v.  v. 

Waits  (b)  I  and  Rex  v.  The  Recorder  of  Poole  {e)  is  another  ^^/^^Jher 

strong  authority  on  this  point.    There  the  question  arose 

as  to  the  right  to  appeal  against  a  borough  rate,  and  it  was 

contended  that,  as  the  appeal  against  borough  rates  was  to 

be  of  the  same  nature  as  an  appeal  against  a  county  rate, 

which,  under  55  Geo,  S,  c.  51,  and  57  Geo.  3,  c.  94,  can 

only  be  appealed  against  by  parish  officers,  so  a  borough 

rate  could  be  appealed  against  by  parish  officers  only.    But 

the  objection  could  not  be  maintained.  Second  point: 

II.  The  next  point  is,  whether,  as  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  The  repeal  of 

8.  39,  adopts  the  notice  contained  in  55  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  and  liament  does 

as  that  latter  statute  is  repealed  by  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  s.  1,  not  repeal 

such  of  Its 
the  provision  of  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  is  not  repealed  also,  provisions  as 

[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  That  point  clearly  cannot  be  main-  J'^j^ftj^nct 

tained.]  in  n  subse- 

quent act. 

Waddington,  contrd.  It  is  not  correct  to  state  that  a  ^mt  point. 
liberal  construction  is  always  given  to  statutes  creating  an 
appellate  jurisdiction.  On  the  contrary,  the  rule  of  law  is, 
that  express  words  are  necessary  to  create  an  appeal.  This 
appears  expressly  by  Rex  v.  Hanson  {d).  Lord  Tenter^ 
den  C.  J.  there  said,  "  The  rule  of  law  is,  that  although  a 
certiorari  lies,  unless  expressly  taken  away,  yet  an  appeal 
does  not  lie  unless  expressly  given  by  the  statute."  It  is 
impossible  to  say  that  an  appeal  is  expressly  given  by  59 
Geo.  3,  c.  134,  s.  39.  Nor  is  it  given  by  implication,  for 
against  no  one  act  of  the  commissioners  under  that  act  or  the 
former  act,  58  Geo.  3,  c.45,  by  which  they  were  established, 
is  any  appeal  given.  Some  of  these  acts  are  of  much  more 
importance  than  stopping  up  a  path;  why  should  an  appeal 
be  given  against  the  latter  only  ?  The  difficulty  in  this  case 
arises  from  the  commissioners  having  adopted  the  notice 

(a)  5  A.  &  £.  841;  S.  C.  1  N.         (c)  1  N.  &  P.  756. 
&  P.  179.  (lO  4  B.  &  Aid.  519. 

(Jb)  a  N.  &  P.  367. 
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1838.  given  in  the  55  Geo.  S,  c.  68,  in  Mo,  They  ought,  under 
the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  to  give  a  notice  generally,  and  they 
have  added  a  reference  to  an  appeal,  but  that  is  mere  sur- 
/^^"h  plu*agc»  &n<l  cannot  give  parties  the  power  of  appealing, 
unless  the  statute  confers  it.  If  an  appeal  is  given,  then  the 
forms  pointed  out  in  55  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  must  be  complied 
with,  viz.  a  notice  to  the  surveyor  of  the  highways.  Sec., 
which  is  absurd.  [Sir  J.  Campbell  A.G.  In  Regina  v.  The 
Recorder  of  Carmarthen  {a),  the  same  argument  was  at- 
tempted,  but  unsuccessfully;  the  provisions  must  be  applied 
mutatis  mutandis.']  That  case  proceeded  on  the  particular 
words  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76.  [Patteson  J.  Do  you 
consider  the  consent  of  the  justices  a  mere  ministerial  act? 
for  if  not,  it  is  an  order  of  two  justices,  against  which  there 
may  be  an  appeal.]  It  does  not  amount  to  an  order;  the 
consent  for  stopping  up  the  path  is  not  signed  or  sealed  by 
the  justices.  There  is  no  order,  therefore,  of  the  justices 
to  appeal  against.  It  is  admitted  that  the  order  of  the 
commissioners  would  not  be  valid  without  the  consent  of 
two  justices,  but  that  shews  that  there  is  no  necessity  for 
an  appeal,  as  the  justices  have  a  veto. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — ^The  second  objection  does  not 
appear  to  be  relied  upon,  and  is  not  in  fact  at  all  tenable. 
The  only  question  therefore  is,  whether  an  appeal  is  given 
by  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  s.  39.  I  should  conjecture,  on 
looking  into  the  act,  coupled  with  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  68,  that 
it  was  intended  to  be  given,  but  I  cannot  say  that  that  in- 
tention has  been  carried  into  effect.  The  rule  of  law  stated 
by  Lord  Tenterden,  requires  that  an  appeal  should  be  ex- 
pressly given  by  statute.  It  is  only  by  implication  that 
such  a  privilege  can  be  held  to  have  been  given  here. 
The  notice  directed  to  be  used  certainly  intimates  that  the 
order  will,  at  the  next  sessions, ''  be  confirmed  and  inrolled, 
unless  on  an  appeal  against  the  same,  to  be  then  made,  it 
be  otherwise  determined/'  which  looks  like  holding  out  a 

(a)  3  Nov.  &  Per.  19. 
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challenge  to  all  interested  to  appeal  if  they  choose.  The 
Queen  v.  The  Recorder  of  Carmarthen  (a)  throws  no  light 
upon  the  case,  and  on  the  whole  I  think  that  though  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  may  have  been  to  give  an  appeal, 
they  have  not  carried  it  into  effect.  The  necessity  for  being 
rigid  on  clauses  supposed  to  give  an  appeal  is  obvious,  viz. 
that,  as  a  new  jurisdiction  is  created,  it  is  necessary  to  see 
to  what  parties  and  to  what  subject-matter  it  is  intended 
to  be  confined. 
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1838. 


The  Queen 

V. 

Stock 
and  aDother. 


Little  DA  LsJ.-^-The  notice  of  appeal  in  the  schedule 
to  the  55  Geo,  3,  must  be  considered  as  incorporated  in  the 
59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  but  still  I  do  not  think  that  the  right  to 
appeal  can  be  given  by  implication.  The  rule  laid  down 
by  Lord  Tenterden  seems  to  be  good  law.  If  then  no 
power  of  appeal  is  given  expressly  by  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134, 
as  it  certainly  is  not,  all  that  reference  to  an  appeal  which 
is  contained  in  the  notice  is  mere  surplusage. 

Patteson  J. — ^The  clause  in  question  has  certainly 
stopped  short  of  granting  an  express  power  of  appeal. 
Then  as  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Tenierdefi  seems  to  be 
good  law,  it  follows  that  whatever  the  legislature  meant, 
they  have  not  expressed  their  intention,  and  we  cannot 
supply  the  omission. 

Williams  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion;  and  I  am  very 
much  influenced  by  the  fact,  that  in  all  the  statutes  giving 
an  appeal,  as  far  as  I  recollect,  there  is  an  express  appeal 
clause,  and  I  do  not  recollect  any  instance  of  an  appeal 
having  been  allowed  by  implication. 

Rule  absolute. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


(a)  3  Nev.  &  Per.  19. 
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Wednesdm^  The  QUEEN  V.  RUSCOE. 

May  30M. 

1.  The  legal  QN  an  appeal  against  a  conviction  for  exacting  too  much 

w^^^u^^*  loll,  under  a  local  act,  4  Geo.  4,  intituled  '*  An  Act  for  im- 

waggon"  is  a    proving  and  maintaining  m  repair  divers  roads  in  the  county 

that  carries      of  Stafford,  leading  from  Newcastle-under-Lyme  to  Blyth 

goods  or  pas-    Marsh,  from  Cliff  Bank  to  Snape  Marsh,  from  Lower  LAne 

seogerSy  for 

hire,  from  one  to   Hem  Heath,  and  from  Shelton  to   Newcastle-under- 

f^^w.*"''*^    Lyme/'  the  Staffordshire  Quarter  Sessions  quashed  the 

2.  Thus,      said  conviction,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the 
where  a  local    ^  |, 

turnpike  act     foUowmg  case: 

imposed  a  cer-      The  appellant,  Thomas  Pearson,  the  toll  collector  at  a 
tain  toll  on  .,  n    ••  t«  ^         •       ■  •  i       i-  ^    i 

every  horse,      turnpike  gate  called  renton  Gate,  m  the  parish  of  Stoke- 

&c.  drawing  a  upon-Trent,  demanded  and  received  from  Ralph  RuscoCt 

carnage  of  any     *^  .  "^        . 

description,      for  the  toll  on  horses  drawiug  two  waggons  belongmg  to 

an  wceSion^  ^^^»  returning  about  twelve  o'clock  at  noon  on  the  «9th 

for  every  per-  day  of  March  last,  the  sum  of  4|</.  for  each  waggon,  the 

paid^U  on  ^^'^  ^^^  waggons  having  with  the  same  two  horses  passed 

any  carriage,  (he  said  turnpike  gate  about  eight  o'clock  on  the  morning 

the  day ;  and  of  the  same  day,  and  for  which  the  like  toll  had  been  de- 

theactcon-  manded  and  paid  to  the  said  Thomas  Pearson^  Ralph 
tamed  a  fur-  ^      ^  ^  '^ 

ther  proviso     Ruicoe  claimed  to  be  exempt  by  reason  of  such  previous 

staee^coawch      payment.     He  is  a  wharfinger  at  Stoke-upon-Trent,  and 

diligence,  van,  is  agent  to  Henshalt  and  Co.,  carriers  upon  the  Trent  and 

sTage Waggon,   Mersey  Canal,  and  employs  his  waggons  and  horses  in  car- 

or  other  stage   ^ying  out  goods  brought  by  the  canal  carriers,  from  his 

carnage,  con-     "     ^  ^  , 

veying  passen-  wharf  on  the  canal,  for  persons  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  in 

gers  or  goods  collecting  crates  and  other  goods  from  the  neighbourhood, 
ward,  should  to  his  wharf,  for  transit  by  the  canal.  Ralph  Ruscoe  is 
Sme'of  passing  P*^^  f^""  ^*^^  ^"^  ^^^''y  Package  of  goods  which  he  so  car- 
andre-passine,  ries,  and  his  waggons  were  so  loaded  each  time  on  the  said 
that  the  wag-  ^Qth  day  of  March  last;  and  his  waggons  are  so  employed 
^^"'fi^*         almost  every  day,  except   Sundays,  in  carrying  goods  to 

carrying  out 

the  goods,  brought  by  a  canal,  to  the  different  consignees,  and  collecting  the  goods 
from  persons  in  the  neigh bouriiood,  to  carry  to  his  wharf,  were  not  **  stage  waggons'' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 


The  QrEEN 

V, 
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persons  residing  at  or  near  Lane  End,  or  places  interme*  lass. 
diate  between  it  and  Stoke,  and  in  carrying  goods  from 
such  persons  to  the  said  wharf.  His  journies  are  made  at 
different  hours^  according  to  circumstances ;  but  he  gene-  Roscoe. 
rally  commences  before  eight  o'clock.  On  some  days  his 
journies  are  more  in  number  than  on  others,  and  there  sel- 
dom occur  days  when  he  omits  journies  altogether.  The 
times  of  his  return  vary,  being  regulated  by  the  facility  or 
otherwise  in  collecting  loads.  Mr.  Ruscae  has  no  office 
or  receiTing  house  at  Lane  End.  The  4  Geo.  4,  above 
mentioned,  amongst  other  provisions,  enacts  that  '^  if  any 
person  should,  upon  any  day,  have  paid  the  toll  thereby 
authorized  to  be  taken  for  the  passing  of  any  horse,  cattle, 
beast,  or  carriage,  through  any  one  of  the  toll  gates  or  turn- 
pikes hereinbefore  authorized  to  be  continued  or  erected 
upon  any  part  of  the  said  roads,  such  horse,  cattle,  beast, 
or  carriage,  should,  upon  a  ticket  denoting  the  payment 
thereof  on  that  day  being  produced,  be  permitted  to  pass 
toll  free  through  the  same  toll  gate  or  turnpike,  and  also 
through  all  the  other  toll  gates  and  turnpikes  erected  or  to 
be  erected  upon  the  whole  line  of  the  said  roads,  at  any 
time  or  times  during  the  same  day,  to  be  computed  from 
twelve  of  the  clock  at  night  to  twelve  of  the  clock  in  the 
next  succeeding  night;''  and  it  was  also  further  enacted 
that  the  tolls  thereby  made  payable  should  be  paid  for  and 
in  respect  of  all  horses  or  beasts  of  draught  drawing  any 
stage  coach,  diligence,  van,  caravan,  or  stage  waggon,  or 
other  stage  carriage^  conveying  passengers  or  goods  for  pay 
or  reward,  every  time  of  passing  or  repassing  along  the  said 
roads  or  either  of  them. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  from  the  facts  stated 
in  the  case,  that  the  above-mentioned  waggons  of  the  ap- 
pellant come  under  the  denomination  of  stage  waggons  or 
other  stage  carriages,  then  the  aforesaid  order  of  sessions 
shall  stand  confirmed;  but  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  a  con- 
trary opinion,  then  the  aforesaid  order  shall  be  quashed. 


RUSCOB. 
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By  the  chairman's  direction  it  was  added  to  the  case,  that 

^    ^  the  distance  between  Stoke  and  Lane  End  is  two  miles. 

Tiie  Queen 

V.  The  local  turnpike  act  bears  date  the  23rd  May.  1B25. 

It  enacts  that  certain  tolls  may  be  demanded  and  taken  (and 
inter  alia)  ''  for  every  horse  or  other  beast,  drawing  any  car- 
riage of  any  description^  the  sum  of  three  pence" — (now 
raised  to  4  J  J.,  being  an  additional  half  toll,  in  consequence 
of  the  commissioners  of  the  road  having  borrowed  money 
from  government.) 

Talfourd  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Whitmore)  in  support  of 
the  order  of  sessions.  It  is  contended  that  the  waggon  of 
the  defendant  is  not  a  stage  waggon,  and  therefore  that  it 
should  be  exempted  from  toll.  But  there  is  no  definite 
legal  meaning  of  the  word  stage,  so  as  to  exclude  from  it  the 
waggons  in  question.  In  common  parlance  all  light  carts 
are  called  stage  carts,  although  they  do  not  ply  for  passen- 
gers or  goods.  It  is  this  use  of  the  word  which  the  legis- 
lature has  adopted  in  the  present  local  act.  This  is  con- 
firmed by  the  50  Geo.  S,  c.  104,  s.  6,  where  the  legislature 
has  used  the  word  stage  with  the  same  meaning;  for  it  enacts 
that  every  cart  having  the  name  and  place  of  residence  of 
the  owner,  and  the  words  ''common  stage  cart/'  legibly 
painted  thereon,  which  shall  be  kept  truly  and  without 
fraud  to  be  used  wholly  in  the  affairs  of  husbandry,  or  in 
the  carriage  of  goods  in  the  course  of  trade,  shall  be  ex- 
empted from  the  duties  granted  by  that  act;  Under  some  of 
the  stamp  acts,  again,  as  the  2  8c  3  Will.  4,  c.  120,  s.  5,  and 
6  8c  7  JVilL  4,  c.  64,  s.  7,  the  word  stage  is  used  with  refer- 
ence to  the  speed  with  which  a  carriage  travels  on  the 
roads.  These  acts  shew  that  the  word  varies  in  its  meaning 
according  to  the  subject-matter,  and  that  where  no  defini- 
tion of  it  is  given  in  the  act,  it  is  used  according  to  the 
understanding  of  the  term  in  common  use.  If  the  clause  in 
the  local  act  had  contained  the  word  ''  stage"  only  at  the 
commencement  of  the  clause,  it  then  might  have  been  held 
to  apply  in  its  more  limited  sense  only  to  the  different  sub- 
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ject-matter  following;  bat  as  it  is  inserted  again  before        1898. 
'*  waggon,"  it  is  a  further  proof  of  its  being  used  as  a  popu*    -J^" 
lar  term.  v. 

RVKOS. 

V.  Lee,  contr^.  The  waggon  in  question  does  not  come 
within  tlie  meaning,  either  popular  or  legal,  of  a  stage. 
Dr.  Johmon  defines  **  stage  coach''  as  **  a  coach  that  keeps 
its  stages ;  a  coach  that  passes  and  repasses  on  certain  days 
for  the  accommodation  of  passengers."  The  2&S  WilL 4, 
c.  ISO,  s,  5,  enacts  that  every  carriage  used  for  the  convey- 
ance  of  passengers  for  hire  to  or  from  any  place,  travelling 
along  a  highway  at  the  rate  of  three  miles  an  hour,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  a  stage  carriage ;  provided  the  passengers 
shall  be  charged  and  pay  a  separate  fare.  The  clause  in 
the  local  act  is  drawn  exactly  in  the  same  spirit,  relating  to 
every  stage  coach,  stage  waggon,  or  other  stage  carriage, 
conveying  passengers  or  goods  for  hire  or  reward.  The 
legal,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  popular  meaning  of  the  word 
*^  stage"  evidently  requires  that  there  should  be  certain  fixed 
points  and  times  of  departure,  certain  stages,  in  fact,  by 
which  the  carriage  can  be  characterised.  The  use  these 
waggons  are  put  to,  shews  that  they  cannot  be  brought 
within  this  class.  Again,  if  the  waggon  should  be  held  to 
be  a  "  stage/'  the  defendant  is  a  common  carrier,  and  is 
liable  to  indictment  for  refusing  to  carry  goods :  but  how 
could  such  an  indictment  be  framed  ? — to  what  point  could 
he  be  required  to  convey  goods  ?  An  opinion  of  a  most 
eminent  counsel,  then  at  the  bar,  was  given  soon  after 
the  passing  of  the  local  act,  that  waggons  like  the  defend- 
ant's were  not  subject  to  the  toll  (a).     Gildart  v.  Clad^ 


(a)  The  following  opinion  of 
the  late  Mr.  Justice  Taunton  on 
the  local  act  in  question  wad  ciied 
at  the  bar.  The  case  related  to 
the  liability  of  Messrs.  PidtfortP^ 
waggons,  which  were  used  andcr 
circumstances  similar  to  the  de- 


fendant's. <'  The  eiemptioD  under 
the  local  act  in  question  is  in  the 
first  instance  general,  being  in  fa- 
vour of  every  horse,  cattle,  beast, 
or  carriage,  passing  through  the 
toll  gates  with  a  ticket,  denoting 
the  payment  on  that  day  of  the 
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stone  {a),  and  many  other  cases  (6),  shew  that  where  the 
words  of  an  act  of  parliament  are  ambiguous,  the  public 
are  not  to  be  charged. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  should  apprehend  that  it  was 
intended  not  to  exempt  waggons  of  the  description  in  ques- 
tion, but  as  the  legislature  have  qualified  the  enumeration 
of  vehicles  by  the  application  of  "  stage"  to  some  of  them^ 
we  are  bound  to  find  some  meaning  for  the  term.  I  think 
the  only  legal  meaning  we  can  give  to  the  word  is,  that  of 
a  conveyance  running  certain  stages,  from  one  fixed  point 
to  another.  An  errand  cart  probably,  going  to  a  public 
bouse  for  parcels,  and  returning  at  regular  hours,  may  be 


toll.  The  eiception  which  follows 
IS  secondary  or  subordinate  to  the 
exemption ;  and  it  is  clear  that  if 
the  carts  of  Messrs.  Pickford  do 
not  come  within  the  terms  of  the 
exception,  they  are  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  clause  of  exemption. 
And  I  am  of  opinion,  on  the 
whole,  after  referring  to  the  acts 
cited  above,  and  to  the  various 
cases  on  the  post-horse  duty,  in 
which  travelling  by  the  stage  has 
sometimes  been  discussed,  but 
which  contain  no  decision  on  this 
point,  and  more  particularly  on 
considering  the  popular  sense  of 
the  term  'stage  carriage,'  which 
is  defined  by  Dr.  Johnson  to  be 
one  that  '  keeps  its  stages,'  that 
the  carts  of  Messrs.  Pickford  are 
not  excepted  from  the  exemption. 
The  words  of  the  exception  are, 
'  stage  coach,  diligence,  van,  cara- 
van, or  stage  waggon,  or  other 
stage  carriage,  conveying  passen* 
gers  or  goods  for  pay  or  reward.' 
These  words  appear  to  me  to  im*> 
port  public  carriages,  which  travel 
certain  stages,  or  at  least  one  cer- 
tain stage.  But  Messrs.  Pkf^ord^s 


carts  do  not  go  backwards  and 
forwards  to  any  certain  place,  but 
their  rounds  are  altogether  irregu* 
lar,  depending  on  the  places  of 
abode  where  the  consignees  of  the 
goods,  brought  by  the  canal  to  the 
wharf,  reside.  It  is  true  Messrs. 
Pkkford  charge  the  consignees 
with  something  extra  for  the  cart- 
age; but  the  exception  requires 
not  merely  that  the  carriage  should 
convey  passengers  or  goods  for 
pay  or  reward,  but  that  it  should 
be  a  stage  carriage*  On  the 
ground  therefore  that  the  carts 
are  not  stage  carriages,  I  think 
that  they  do  not  come  within  the 
description  to  which  the  exception 
applies;  and,  consequently,  that 
they  are  exempt  from  a  second 
payment  of  a  toll  on  the  same  day 
on  which  they  have  already  paid, 
on  producing  a  ticket  denoting 
the  payment.'' 

(a)  11  East,  685. 

(6)  See  Coiher  v.  Hoima,  2  B. 
&  Ad.  59S;  Stourbridge  Canal 
Can^iany  v.  WkeeUyj  2  a  &  Ad. 
799. 
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the  lowest  species  of  stage ;  but  nothbg  less  than  that  will        1838. 
•atisfy  the  term.  liTo^w 


LiTTiiBDALB  J. — The  definition  given  by  Johnson  of 
"  a  stage''  seems  accurate  enough,  and  I  do  not  think  a 
better  can  be  framed. 


RVSCOE, 


Patteson  J. — I  confess  I  do  not  know  what  the  legis- 
lature meant  by  the  term  ''  stage^  in  this  act.  I  think  they 
probably  meant  to  collect  toll  from  every  conveyance  passing 
along  the  road  with  different  horses  and  with  a  different 
load,  carried  for  hire.  lint  we  are  bound  to  put  a  meaning 
on  the  terms  they  have  used ;  and  I  agree  with  the  Court, 
that  something  fixed  in  the  time  of  departure,  and  a  locus 
ad  quern,  appear  to  be  essential  to  the  legal  meaning  of  a 
stage." 

Williams  J. — If  I  were  to  speculate  on  what  was  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament,  I  should  say  it  intended 
to  include  every  conveyance  making  a  journey  out  and 
home  for  pay  or  reward.  This  is  in  fact  done  by  the  de- 
fendant's waggons ;  but  as  the  act  imposes  a  pecuniary  lia- 
bility on  the  public,  the  construction  of  it  must  be  rigid. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 
Conviction  confirmed. 


P  f£ 
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1838. 

Tkundrnff  The  QuEEN  V.  The  Justices  of  Wobcesteeshiee. 

May  9lst. 

The  parish  of  \  RULE  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  certiorari  to  bring 
St.  Andrew,  ^       ,  ° 

Perehore,  con-  up  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  county  of  Worcester, 

tricto*fi*e  of    '^®*™g  <J«t«  ^^^  ^^^  ^f  April,  1837,  whereby  two  overseers 
them  having     of  the  poor  were  appointed  for  the  hamlet  of  Pensham,  in 
as  farback'af    ^^^  ^^^^  county,  in  order  that  the  same  might  be  quashed, 
can  be  traced,        The  affidavits  in  support  of  the  rule  stated,  that  the 
pelries,  and       parish  church  of  St.  Andrew,  in  Pershore,  is  the  mother 

separately         church  of  that  parishi  and  that  the  parish  included  within 

mamtaintng       ,  .  . 

their  poor,  and  its  ambit  6ve  places,  Wick,  Bricklehampton,  Pinvin,  Bes- 

connected"'  ^^^^>  **"^  Defford,  which,  as  far  back  as  could  be  traced, 
both  with  each  were  believed  to  have  been  chapelries  in  the  parish,  but 
rest  of  die  ^^^  commonly  been  reputed  and  treated  as  distinct  parishes, 
parish,  for  all  each  having  its  own  chapel,  maintaining  its  own  poor  scpa- 
poses.  The  rately,  and  altogether  unconnected  for  parish  purposes  with 
i!*dwfd?d"imo  ^^y  ^^^^^  P"''^  °'  *®  parish.  The  parish  also  includes  a 
St.  Andrew  portion  of  the  market  town  of  Pershore,  which  is  called  St. 
Pensham  con-  Andrew's  Pershore,  and  the  hamlet  of  Pensham,  commonly 
taining  toge-  called  the  Pensham  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew, 
1300  acres,  which  two  places  are  separated  from  each  other  by  the 
and  a jpopulo-  ^^gj  Avon,  but  had  been,  as  long  as  could  be  remembered, 
1000,  the  river  and  immemorially  before,  according  to  traditional  accounts, 
be^w^n'thrra  ^"^^^^^  ^^^  reputed  as  one  parish  for  the  relief  of  the 
Pensliam  has  poor.  The  St.  Andrew  portion  of  the  parish  contains  about 
and  collects  its  ^^^  acres,  and  in  1831  had  a  population  of  about  964  per* 

own  church,     gQnj .  ^he  hamlet  of  Pensham  contains  about  704  acres, 
highway, 
county,  and 

constable  rates.  It  has  no  church,  but  its  inhabitants  attend  the  mother  church  of  St. 
Andrew,  Pershore,  in  common  with  the  inhabitants  of  the  latter  place.  St.  Andrew  has 
two  overseers,  and  supplies  the  vicar*s  churchwarden  ;  the  other  churchwarden  is 
elected  by  the  rate-payers  of  both  districts  out  of  the  inhabitants  of  Pensham.  Pen- 
sham has  also  one  overseer.  Ttie  poor  rates  for  the  two  districts  are  separately  made 
and  collected,  but  when  collected  constitute  a  common  fund,  which  is  applied  indis- 
criminately to  the  relief  of  their  common  poor,  who  are  also  maintained  together  at  their 
common  workhouse  in  the  St.  Andrew  district. 

Held,  that  Pensham  was  not  a  separate  district  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  that 
it  was  not  necessary  to  treat  it  as  such,  in  order  to  give  it  the  benefit  of  the  43  EUz»  c.  S, 
and  that,  therefore,  an  appointment  of  two  seprate  overseers  for  it  was  bad. 
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and  a  population  of  about  1 18  persons.    There  is  no  chapel        1B38. 
at  Pensham,  and  its  inhabitants  have  always  attended  the    ,j^^  Qv^zts 
parish  church  of  St.  Andrew,  the  pews  of  which  are  occu-  «. 

pied  indiscriminately  by  the  inhabitants  of  either  place,  worcester- 
Two  overseers  have  always  been  appointed  for  St.  Andrew  shire. 
Pershore,  and  one  only  for  Penshani,  until  six  or  seven  years 
back»  since  which  time  two  have  been  appointed  for  each 
place.  Two  churchwardens  have  always  been  appointed 
for  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  (including  Pensham),  one  of 
whom  is  chosen  by  the  vicar,  and  is  commonly  called  the 
Vicar's  Churchwarden,  and  the  other  is  chosen  in  vestry  by 
the  rate-payers  of  both  districts,  but  out  of  the  inhabitants 
of  Pensham.  No  workhouse  is  known  to  have  existed  in 
the  Pensham  part  of  the  parish ;  its  poor  have  always  been 
placed  in  the  workhouse  of  St.  Andrew  indiscriminately 
with  the  poor  of  the  latter  place.  The  poor  rates  have 
always  been  made  and  collected  separately,  but,  when 
collected,  have  been  blended  together  in  one  account,  and 
the  expense  of  maintaining  the  poor  has  always  been  borne 
in  the  proportion  of  two-thirds  by  St.  Andrew,  and  of  one- 
third  by  Pensham,  such  proportion  being  supposed  to  coin- 
cide with  the  comparative  value  of  their  property  respec* 
tively.  The  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule  stated,  that 
Pensham  had  its  own  collectors  of  the  poor,  church,  high- 
way, county,  and  constable  rates,  and  its  own  constable. 
Orders  of  removal  had  been  made  from  Pensham,  one  order 
of  removal  to  it,  but  it  did  not  appear  whether  it  had  been 
acted  upon.  An  order  of  justices  had  been  made  in  1828, 
upon  the  putative  father  of  a  bastard  child,  for  a  sum  of 
money  to  be  paid  '*  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  hamlet  of  Pensham."  Separate  jury  lists  and  lists  of 
county  voters  had  been  made  out  of  the  hamlet,  and  a 
separate  guardian  of  the  poor  chosen  for  it,  in  the  forma- 
tion of  the  Pershore  Union,  under  the  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act. 

Sir  Ji  Campbell  A.  O.  and  V.  Lee,  now  shewed  cause. 
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1838.        — ^If  the  appoiutment  of  two  overseers  for  Pensham  is  bady 
there  may  be  an  appeal  against  it  to  the  sessions;  the  Court 
V.  therefore  will  not  interfere  by  certiorari.    [Lord  Denman 

WoM^w-  ^-  •^^  ^®  ^^^^  "®  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  propriety  of  issuing 
•aia£.  a  certiorari^  if  the  appointment  is  bad ;  Rex  v.  Standard 
Hill  {a).]  The  whole  parish  of  St.  Andrew  is  divided  into 
several  townships^  five  of  which  have  their  own  separate 
overseers;  therefore  such  a  parish  cannot^  according  to 
Rex  V.  Sir  Watts  Horton{b),  have  the  benefit  of  the  43 
jEUz*  unless  the  remaining  townships  also  are  allowed  to 
appoint  separate  overseers.  Pensham  is  a  township  (c) ;  it 
has  its  own  overseer  and  constable,  and  collects  its  own 
rates.  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Salop {d)  and  Rex  v.  Leigh(e) 
are  also  authorities*  in  confirmation  of  the  case  last  cited, 
that  a  place  circumstanced  like  Pensham  is  entitled  to  have 
separate  overseers*  according  to  the  provisions  of  13  &  14 
Car.  2,  c.  l'^*s.  21. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folktt,  W.  J.  Alexander,  and  WhUmore, 
contri.— The  authority  of  Rex  v.  Sir  Waits  Norton  (b) 
does  not  apply  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  In  that 
case  the  parish  could  not  reap  the  benefit  of  the  43  Eliz. 
on  account  of  its  extent  and  population ;  it  had  five  over- 
seers,  which  circumstance  of  itself  has  always  been  con^ 
sidered  to  afford  an  indication  that  a  parish  cannot  have  the 
benefit  of  the  statute,  and  all  the  townships  were  situated 
alike,  each  having  an  overseer  of  its  own.  Here  there  are 
five  distinct  chapelries,  which  have  also  maintained  their  own 
poor  separately,  probably  because  they  were  distinct  eccle* 
siastical  divisions  at  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  Elizabeth; 
and  they  appear  to  have  had  separate  overseers  on  that  ac- 
count, as  'm Hilton  v.  Pawle(f)  and  Nichols  v.  Walker  (g)^ 

(a)  4  M.  &  S.  378.  Harttm,  1  T.  R.  374. 

(b)  1  T.  R.  374.  (cO  3  B.  &  Ad.  910. 

(c)  Wherever  there  is  a  consU-  (e)  3  T.  R.  746. 
ble,  there  there  is  a  township,  per  (/)  Cro.  Car.  92. 
BiUkr  J.  in  Res  v.  Sir  Waits         (f  )  Ibid.  394. 
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and  not  by  virtue  of  the  IS  8c  14  Car,  2;  and  the  question        1838. 

18,  independently  of  those  chapelries,  whether,  as  between    ,J^^ 

St.  Andrew  Pershore  and  Pensham,  which  may  together  v. 

be  taken  as  a  parish,  and  the  latter  of  which  is  not  a  distinct   ^o*^J!^ter- 

ecclesiastical  district,  there  is  any  reason  for  their  separation.        shike. 

A  parish  cannot  legally  be  divided  for  the  maintenance  of 

the  poor,  unless  it  cannot  otherwise  have  the  benefit  of  the 

act  of  Elizabeth;  Bastoch  v.  Ridgway{a),  Rex  v.  Newell{b), 

Bex  V.  Uttoxeter{c),  Peart  v.  Westgarth  {d).     In  Rex  v. 

The  Justices  of  Salop  {e)j  the  parish  divided  was  of  great 

extent,  and  part  of  it  lay  in  one  county  and  part  in  another. 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  this  case  on  account  of  any  actual 

separation,  for  although  the  poor  rate  has  been  separately 

raised,  it  has  always  been  jointly  administered ;  and  even  if 

the  poor  of  the  two  districts  were  separately  maintained 

under  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  12,  s.  21,  they  may  recur  to 

the  general  provision  of  43  Eliz.  c.  ^,  and  again  maintain 

their  poor    as   one  entire  parish;    Rex  v.  Palmer  and 

another  (/). 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J, — Upon  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
affidavits  on  both  sides,  I  think  that  there  is  no  sufficient 
reason  why  Pensharo  should  have  separate  overseers. 
There  are  five  distinct  portions  of  the  parish  having  no  con- 
nection with  the  residue,  which  has  two  names  for  separate 
districts,  St.  Andrew  Pershore  and  Peusham.  Pensham 
appears  for  a  length  of  time  to  have  had  one  overseer,  and 
to  have  collected  its  own  proportion  of  the  poor  rate,  but 
the  whole  rate,  for  both  districts,  goes  into  one  common 
fund,  and  has,  always  been  applied  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  poor  of  either  district  indiscriminately.  That  is  not 
evidence  that  these  districts  constitute  townships  acting  in- 
dependently of  each  other,  but  rather  that  some  agreement 
has  been  entered  into  between  them  for  their  mutual  cod- 

(fl)  6  B.  &  C.  496  J  5.  C.  9  D.  (d)  3  Bur.  1610. 

&  R.  585.  (0  3  B.  &  Ad.  910. 

{b)  4  T.  R.  266.  (/)  8  East,  416. 
(c)  1  Doug.  346. 
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venience.  The  extent  of  these  districts  and  of  their  popu- 
lation certainly  affords  no  ground  for  saying,  that«  unless 
disunited,  they  cannot  iiave  the  benefit  of  the  statute  of 
Elizabeth.  The  argument  derived  from  the  authority  of 
Rex  V.  Sir  Watts  Norton  (a)  is  answered  by  the  cases  from 
Cro.  Car :  the  five  chapelries  were  probably  acting  as  dis- 
tinct parishes  when  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  passed,  and  the 
remainder  of  the  parish,  therefore,  may  be  considered  as  a 
parish  by  itself;  and  in  this  point  of  view  there  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  it  ought  to  be  divided. 


LiTTLEDALB  J. — ^The  five  chapelries  are  not  in  common 
parlance  part  of  the  parish,  though  they  may  be  so  for  some 
purposes,  and  were  probably  separated  from  it  long  before 
the  statute  of  Charles  2,  passed.  The  remainder  is  to  be 
considered  as  one  entire  parish,  of  about  1300  acres,  with  a 
population  of  about  J 000.  Surely  such  a  parish,  without 
division,  can  well  maintain  its  poor.  It  seems  the  river  runs 
between  its  two  parts,  which  may  account  for  the  arrange- 
ment about  a  separate  collection  of  the  rate.  The  rate, 
however,  when  collected,  forms  a  joint  fund.  If  Pensliam 
were  already  separated  from  the  other  part  of  the  parish,  it 
might  not  be  necessary  to  reunite  it;  but  I  do  not  think 
that  it  ever,  in  point  of  fact,  has  been  separated. 

Patteson  J.  concurred. 


Williams  J. — ^The  circumstance  of  Pensham  separately 
repairing  its  roads  is  by  no  means  decisive.  Parishes  in  the 
North  of  England  are  often  divided  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
pairing their  respective  roads.  The  joint  application  of  a 
common  fund,  composed  of  rates  payable  by  the  two  dis- 
tricts, does  any  thing  but  indicate  their  acting  as  separate 

parishes. 

Rule  absolute^ 
(a)  t  T.  R.  3U. 
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1838. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Manchester  and  Leeds  Railway 

Company.  7^'"'^"^' 

'^     '^  May  S\st. 

Sir  f.POLLOCiC,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  ,  h  An  affi- 
r                •        .         ,    .                  ....          !.▼<.•  davit  for  a  cep- 
for  a  certiorari,  to  bring  up  an  inquisition  taken  m  rebruary  tiorari,  to  re- 
last,  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  the  sum  of  money  to  be  "}^^^  an  inqui- 
paid  to  Henry  Taylor,  and  certain  other  persons  therein  assess  corn- 
named,  for  the  purchase  of  certain  lands,  taken  by  the  Com-  ^p"  ^^  r^^J'ay" 
pany  under  the  act  of  parliament  passed  for  making  a  rail-  act,  should  set 
way  from  Manchester  to  Leeds.     Various  objections  were  ^^^y  ^f  ^^^ 

made  to  the  inquisition.     The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Taylor  (on  inquisition,  or 

*  .  .  .        account  for 

which,  among  others,  the  rule  was  obtained),  after  reciting  the  omission. 

that  the  act  gave  the  Company  power  to  take  lands  men-  jj„^affidavit 
tioned  in  a  schedule  to  the  act,  and  also  any  other  lands,  should  also 
not  in  the  schedule,  if  they  had  been  omitted  by  mistake,  out^particular 
and  that  the  Company,  notwithstanding  his  protest,  issued  facts, suflBcient 
.    .  1        1      -i*.     i.  T  1    It         •        •     to  raise  a  ques- 

tneir  warrant  to  the  sheriff  of  Lancaster,  to  hold  an  mqui-  lio^  of  law 

sition  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  compensation  to  the  ^"^  *  P^^'  ^ 

'^     \  .  .  .  sumption  of 

deponent  for  certain  lands  of  his,  which  were  required  by  error  in  the 

the  Company,  proceeded  as  follows:  "That  notwithstand-  Arlffidavit 

ing  the  said  protest  to  the  Company  and  to  the  said  sheriff,  therefore, 

the  jury,  so  summoned  as  aforesaid,  was   impanelled  and  reciting  that 

sworn,  and  the  inquisition  was  taken,  and  that  such  jury  did  the  inquisition 
i5j  %     '        t    '  i.       i.i  i-  1     stated  certain 

nnd,  assess,  and  give  their  verdict  for  the  sum  of  17,000/.,  lands  were 

to  be  paid  by  the  said   Manchester  and  Leeds  Railway  authonzedto 
^  .  .he  taken  under 

Company,  for  the  purchase  of  the  premises  hereinbefore  the  act,  added 

described ;  all  and  singular  which  said  premises  are  in  such  S^^h^h^deoo- 

inquisition  stated  to  be  particularized  in  the  said  warrant,  nent  asserts  is 

and  to  be  by  the  said  act  of  parliament  authorized  to  be  j,  insufficient. 

taken  by  the  said  Company  for  the  purposes  in  the  said  act      3-  The  foU 
,.,,.,  .  »/•         lowing  words 

mentioned,  but  which  this  deponent  asserts  ts  not  the  jact;  jn  anaffidaviti 

whereupon  the  said  sheriff  did  pronounce  and  give  judgment  "  *"^  ^*P^ 
for  such  purchase  money  so  assessed,  &c.    And  deponent  objects"  that 
further  objects,  that  the  said  inquisition  does  not  set  forth  ^^'^^e'^^."** 

are  bad,  as 
not  amoQutiog  to  a  categorical  allegation. 


The  Queen 
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18S8.  or  contain,  either  in  form  or  in  substance,  the  notice  com- 
monly called  the  notice  to  treat,  required  by  the  said  act  to 

i;.  be  given,"  &c.  8cc.  (a). 
Manchester 
and  Leem 

RaiiwRj  Cresswell,  Sir  W,  W.  Follett,  and   Tomlimon,  shewed 

Company,  cause,  and,  after  speaking  to  the  validity  of  the  inquisition 
on  the  merits^  contended  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged, 
as  it  had  not  been  drawn  up  on  reading  the  inquisition,  so 
as  to  give  the  Court  an  opportunity  of  seeing  whether  the 
property  mentioned  in  the  inquisition  corresponded  with 
the  property  mentioned  in  the  schedule  of  the  act  They 
also  contended  that  the  phrase  in  the  affidavit,  ''  objects 
that  the  said  inquisition  does  not  set  forth,  &c/'  was  not 
equivalent  to  an  allegation  on  oath  to  the  same  effect. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Sir  G.  Lewin,  contri.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  Court  should  inspect  the  inquisition  in  the 
first  instance,  as  the  immediate  object  of  this  rule  is  not  to 
quash  it,  but  simply  to  bring  it  before  the  Court,  in  order 
that  they  may  see  whether  it  is  not  defective.  For  this 
object  sufficient  foundation  is  laid  by  Mr.  Taylor^a  affidavit. 
The  act  is  a  public  act,  and  the  schedule  limits  the  powers 
of  the  Company,  which  appear  from  the  affidavit  to  have 
been  exceeded.  The  affidavit  stating  that  the  deponent 
''  objects"  that  the  inquisition  does  not  contain  the  notice, 
necessarily  involves  a  substantive  allegation  to  the  same 
effect — the  deponent  objects  on  oath  to  this,  to  wit,  that 
the  inquisition  does  not  contain  a  notice. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — No  doubt  a  certiorari  should 
issue  iu  this  case,  if  it  appeared  that  the  Company  had  taken 
any  thing  from  the  applicant  which  ought  not,  under  the 
powers  of  the  act,  to  have  been  dealt  with  as  the  subject  of  an 
inquisition.  But  to  make  this  appear,  the  inquisition  should 
have  been  set  out  on  affidavit,  or,  if  a  copy  of  it  could  not 

(a)  Other  affidavits  were  used  on  moving  for  the  rule,  but  are  no^ 
materia)  to  tins  ease. 
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be  obtained,  the  applicant  for  tliis  rule  should  have  stated        i8S8. 
bis  positive  belief  that  the  inquisition  contained  some  parti-    J^^X^^ 
cular  thing  unauthorized  by  the  act    That  course  has  not  «. 

been  adopted  in  this  instance,  by  his  stating  that  he  "  ob-  ^{^^^g™* 
jects"  that  the  inquisition  does  not  contain  the  requisite  Railway 
notice  to  treat.  If  the  objection  itself  be  good,  it  is  not  ^®"P*°y- 
presented  to  us  properly;  it  amounts  to  no  more  than  say- 
ing that  the  objection  is  a  honk  fide  objection.  It  should 
also  have  been  stated  distinctly,  that  the  lands  taken  were 
not  authorized  to  be  taken  by  the  act;  it  is  not  enough  that 
they  may  not  have  been  inserted  in  the  schedule,  for  lands 
omitted  thereout  by  mistake  may  also  be  taken.  The 
inquisition,  according  to  the  recital  in  the  affidavit,  states 
that  the  lands  were  authorized  to  be  taken;  the  affidavit 
says  simply  that  this  is  not  the  fact,  without  saying  how  it 
is  not  the  fact,  or  saying  affirmatively  what  the  fact  is,  and 
setting  out  the  evidence  on  which  the  deponent  arrives  at 
his  conclusion.  On  the  whole,  I  consider  the  affidavit 
defective;  and  even  if  it  disclosed  a  prim&  facie  case,  that 
would,  on  the  general  rules  of  evidence,  be  unsatisfactory, 
as  it  has  not  accounted  for  not  making  a  complete  case. 
I  entirely  disclaim  the  doctrine  that  it  would  be  proper  for 
us  to  issue  the  certiorari  in  the  first  instance,  and  to  inquire 
afterwards  whether  the  inquisition  were  defective ;  it  ought 
to  be  distinctly  impeached  in  the  outset  as  labouring  under 
some  defect,  although  we  need  not  pledge  ourselves  that 
such  defect  is  fatal,  which  would  be  matter  for  future  con- 
sideration.  Here,  no  matter  of  fact  is  distinctly  sworn  to, 
from  which  a  question  of  law  may  arise,  and  this  rule  must 
be  discharged. 

LiTTLBDALE  J.  concurred. 

Pattisson  J.— With  regard  to  the  word  *^  object,"  it  was 
contended  that  it  is  used  in  the  affidavit  to  signify  that 
deponent  swears  to  the  matter  of  fact  on  which  his  objec- 
tion is  founded.    If  that  be  the  meaning,  why  did  not  he 
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18S8.        use  the  ordinary  form  ?     If  it  means  aoy  thing  else,  it  will 

_/^  not  do.     I  will  never  encourage  the  employment  in  afida- 

9.  vits  of  any  but  the  plain  and  common  forms  of  allegation. 

^nd*LEED8*  ^^^^  re»peci  to  the  phrase,  "  which  deponent  asserts  is  not 

Railway       the  fact/'  I  agree  that  he  ought  to  have  explained  how  it 

Company.      ^„  ^^t  ^he  fact. 

Williams  J. — A  strong  presumption  should  be  raised 
of  some  error  in  the  inquisition  to  warrant  the  certiorari,  and 
the  affidavit  should  have  set  out  the  inquisition,  or  given 
some  reason  for  not  doing  so.  A  different  course  is  allowed 
in  removing  convictions  into  this  Court,  for  they  are  not 
formally  drawn  up  at  the  time  of  conviction,  and  often  not 
until  after  the  certiorari  has  issued,  so  that  the  writ  never 
could  be  allowed  at  all,  if  we  required  a  copy  of  them  as  a 
preliminary.  But  in  this  case  the  inquisition  is  in  a  com- 
plete form,  and  the  contents  of  it  should  have  been  brought 
before  us. 

Rule  discharged. 


^'^t  CODRINGTON  «.  LloYD. 

Jane  lU, 

Where  a  writ   TRESPASS  and  false  imprisonment,  on  the  6th  July,  1835. 

respondendum  P'^^^*  ^»  ^^^  guilty;  2,  that  before  and  at  the  time  when 

has  been  Jic.,  the  defendant  was  and  is  an  attorney  of  &c.,  and  that 

set  aside  for  .     ,  , 

irregularity,      ^^^  plaintiff  being  indebted  to  one  F.  Paipleif  in  1 12/.,  the 

'**u  *"®™®y  said  F.  P.  retained  the  defendant  to  sue  out  a  certain  writ, 
who  sued  it 

out  is  liable  called  a  capias,  against  the  plaintiff;  whereupon  the  defend'^ 

in  trespass.  ^^^^  ^^  ^j^^  g^^j^  j^^^^^  jg^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^  ^.^j^  ^^  capias,  di* 

rected  to  the  sheriff  of  Kent,  and  averred  the  caption  of  the 
plaintiff  by  the  sheriff  under  this  writ,  on  the  27th  June« 
The  replication  newly  assigned  a  trespass  8cc.  on  another 
and  different  occasion,  to  wit,  on  the  6th  July,  1835. 
The  plea  to  the  new  assignment  was  in  substance  as  fol-* 
lows:  that  before  and  at  the  said  time  when  Scc,  the  de- 
fendant was  an  attorney  of  See,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
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inciebted  to  jP.  Paipleif  in  112/.^  and  that  the  said  JP.  P., 
for  the  recovery  of  his  said  debt,  retained  the  defendant, 
so  being  such  attorney  as  aforesaid,  to  sue  out  a  certain  v. 

writ,  called  an  alias  capias,  against  the  plaintiff,  at  the  suit  ^^^^^ 
of  F,  P.,  whereupon  the  defendant,  before  &c.,  to  wit,  on 
the  SOth  June,  \S35,  as  the  attorney  for  the  said  F.  P., 
and  by  virtue  of  his  retainer  in  that  behalf,  and  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  as  such  attorney  for  the  said  F.  P.,  and 
by  his  command,  sued  out  an  alias  writ  of  capias  against 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  F.  P.,  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  Hampshire,  and  then  averred  a  caption  of  the 
defendant  by  the  sheriff  of  Hants,  under  the  said  writ  of 
alias  capias,  on  the  6th  of  July,  qua  est  eadem,  Sec. 

The  replication  stated  that  the  said  writ  of  capias,  dated 
SOth  June,  in  the  third  plea  mentioned,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  which  the  defendant  attempts  to  justify  &c.,  was  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid  irregularly  sued  and  prosecuted 
out  of  the  said  Court  of  See.  And  the  plaintiff  says,  that 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  July,  1835,  by  a  certain 
order  then  made  by  the  Right  Honourable  Sir  James  Parke, 
Knight,  one  of  &c.,  bearing  date  &c.,  and  which  said  order 
was  afterwards  duly  made  a  rule  of  Court,  it  was  ordered 
that  the  said  writ  of  capias  should  be  set  aside  for  irregu* 
larity.    Verification. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  points  stated  for  argument  in  the  margin  of  the 
paper  books  were  in  substance  as  follows:  that  a  party 
bonk  fide  concerned  in  the  execution  of  a  writ,  not  being 
the  plaintiff  in  the  cause,  may  justify  under  such  writ, 
though  it  be  afterwards  set  aside  for  irregularity;  and  that 
an  attorney  acting  bonili  fide  under  the  instructions  of  his 
client,  is  not  liable  in  trespass,  although  the  writ  which  he 
has  sued  out  be  afterwards  set  aside  for  irregularity, 

James,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  This  is  an  attempt 
to  make  an  attorney  liable  in  trespass,  because  in  his  cha- 
racter of  attorney  he  bad  sued  out  a  writ  of  capias  which 
was  afterwards  set  aside  for  irregularity.   It  is  not  attempted 
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1886.         to  be  alleged  that  the  writ  was  void,  and  there  only  appears 
^  on  the  record  a  mere  non-compliance  with  the  practice  of 

V.  the  Court.    [Paiteson  J.  As  far  as  a  plea  of  the  practice 

^^^^'  of  the  Court  goes,  it  was  expressly  held  in  ElUot  v. 
Lane  (a),  that  it  cannot  be  pleaded.  Here,  it  appears  that 
the  writ  was  set  aside,  which  may  make  a  difference,]  The 
only  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  an  attorney  is 
liable  in  trespass,  are  Barker  v.  Brakam(fi)  and  Batei  v. 
Pilling  (c),  but  in  both  those  cases  the  writ  was  void  ab 
initio,  and  not  voidable,  as  here.  There  is  no  allegation 
whatever  on  the  record  to  shew  that  the  defendant  was  in 
fault,  and  it  is  evident,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  come 
within  four  days  to  set  aside  the  writ,  the  writ  would  have 
been  good ;  then  how  can  the  defendant  be  a  trespasser  for 
suing  it  out?  At  all  events  the  attorney  cannot  be  liabki 
whatever  the  party  to  the  action  may  be. 

Kinglake,  contri.  No  such  distinction  exists  as  is  con« 
tended  for,  between  a  writ  void  and  voidable.  The  only 
distinction  to  be  found  in  cases  of  this  nature,  is  in  favour 
of  officers  who  execute  the  writ,  and  who,  it  is  held,  may 
justify  under  an  irregular  writ,  although  the  parties,  i.  e.  the 
attorney  and  his  client,  who  sue  it  out,  cannot.  In  Philips 
V.  Biron  {d),  the  reason  of  this  is  pointed  out,  viz.  that  an 
irregularity  is  in  the  privity  of  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorney, 
and  therefore  they  are  liable  in  trespass,  for  which  Turner 
V.  Felgate{e)  is  cited.  In  Parsons  v.  Lloyd (f)  the  same 
law  is  laid  down,  and  the  distinction  pointed  out  is  re« 
cognized  in  favour  of  officers  only.  It  is  true  that  in 
Rez  V.  Harrison  (g),  an  action  of  trespass,  in  which 
there  was  a  plea  of  justification  under  a  writ  of  ca.  sa., 
Lord  Elknborough  C.  J.  threw  out  an  observation, ''  there 

(a)  1  Wils.  334.  See  also  Cherty  (e)  T.  Raym.  73;  S,  C.  2  Sid. 

V.  Powell,  1  D.  &  R.  50.  185. 

(h)  3  Wils.  368.  (/)  8  W.  Bl.  845 ;  S.  C.  3  Wils. 

(c)  e  B.  ft  C.  38 ;  S.  C.  9  D.  341. 

&  a.  44.  (jg)  15  East,  618. 

(d)  1  Str.  509. 
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might  be  some  doubt,  even  if  we  were  to  consider  the  writ  teae* 
as  having  been  quashed  in  toto,  whether  the  party  who 
acted  at  the  time  under  existing  process,  though  irregular  for 
its  excess,  could  be  exposed  to  be  sued  as  a  trespasser,  Llotd, 
because  the  Court  afterwards  quashed  iu"  The  reporter, 
however,  has  appended  a  note  to  that  remark,  in  which  the 
cases  are  collected,  and  which  clearly  prove,  that  where  a 
writ  has  been  set  aside  for  irregularity,  the  parties  issuing 
it  out  may  be  sued  in  trespass.  The  practice  of  the  Court 
also  shews  that  trespass  is  maintainable,  for  in  setting  aside 
a  writ  for  irregularity,  the  Court  always  impose  as  a  term 
that  no  action  shall  be  brought.  As  to  any  distinction  be- 
tween an  attorney  and  his  client,  the  cases  cited  shew  that 
there  is  none,  and  if  any,  it  would  be  against  the  attorney. 
In  Loton  V.  Devereux  {a)f  where  the  attorney  alone  was 
sued  in  trespass,  the  point  was  not  even  raised. 

JameSf  in  reply.  A  broad  distinction  exists  between  an 
attorney  and  his  client  in  these  cases.  An  attorney  acts 
ministerially,  and  as  an  officer  of  the  Court,  in  suing  out  a 
writ;  he  therefore  falls  within  the  distinction  taken  in  all  the 
cases  in  favour  of  officers.  To  make  an  attorney  liable  at 
all,  negligence  should  be  shewn,  but  then  the  action  should 
be  brought  in  case.  The  consequences  are  serious,  if  an 
attorney  should  be  held  liable  in  trespass  for  the  slightest 
misprision  of  his  clerk  in  suing  out  a  writ.  In  Noel  v. 
Isaac  (b)  it  was  distinctly  held,  that  trespass  is  not  maintain* 
able  for  taking  an  attorney  on  a  capias  ad  respondendum, 
notwithstanding  his  privilege,  but  that  the  action  must  be 
case  if  it  lie  at  all.  There  was  no  plea  of  justification  in 
Bates  v.  Pilling  (c)  or  Barker  v.  Braham  (d) ;  the  exception 
claimed  for  an  attorney  therefore  could  not  be  discussed 
there. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — ^The  plaintiff  has  been  arrested 

(a)  dB.&  Ad.  34S.  (c)  6  B.&C.  38;  8.  C.  9  D.  & 

(6)  1C.M.&R.753.  K.  44. 

(d)  3Wils.3d8. 
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upon  a  nvrit  which  has  been  set  aside  for  irregiilat^yi  the 
case  therefore  stands,  so  far  as  respects  the  defendant,  as  if 
V.  he  had  been  arrested  without  any  writ  at  all.    The  only 

Llotd.  question  is,  whether  in  such  a  case  there  is  any  distincticHi 
between  the  party  who  ordered  the  writ  to  be  sued  out» 
and  the  attorney  M*ho  issued  it.  In  Bates  v.  Pilling  {a), 
where  the  writ  was  irregular,  the  attorney  was  held  liable 
in  trespass,  and  in  Barker  v.  Braham  (6),  the  liability  of  an 
attorney  was  discussed  at  great  length.  We  do  not  find 
that  any  doubt  has  ever  been  entertained  as  to  the  liability 
of  an  attorney  in  such  a  case;  and  indeed  where  a  writ  is 
set  aside  for  irregularity,  he  is  the  party  who  ought  to 
be  especially  liable. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — An  attorney  cannot  be  considered  a 
ministerial  officer  in  the  sense  contended  for.  The  servants 
of  the  sheriff,  who  execute  a  writ,  cannot  know  the  exist- 
ence  of  any  irregularity  that  may  have  occurred;  but  this  h 
or  ought  to  be  known  to  the  attorney  who  has  been  the 
party  to  issue  out  the  writ.  In  Barker  v.  Brakam{b)^  and 
Bates  V.  Pilling  (a),  where  the  attorney  was  sued  in  tres- 
pass, as  well  as  bis  principal,  it  is  true  that  there  was  only 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  but  the  question  of  the  attorney's 
liability  was  very  fully  discussed,  and  it  is  clear  from  those 
cases^  and  upon  principle,  that  no  exception  exists  in  hia 
favour. 

Patteson  J. — Mu  James's  argument  goes  too  (sur,  for  it 
would  shew  that  no  action  would  lie  even  against  the  prin^ 
cipal,  for  I  see  no  distinction  between  the  attorney,  and 
his  client.  If  such  an  action  were  brought  against  him,  he 
could  not  justify  under  the  writ,  because  it  bad  bean  set 
aside,  so  neither  can  the  attorney.  If  this  had  been  a  case 
in  which  the  proceedings  were  void  ab  initio,  but  in  which 
the  attorney  had  acted  according  to  his  retainer,  and  witkia 
the  line  of  bis  duty,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  the 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  38;  &  C.  9  D.  &  R.  44.  (b)  3  Wils.  368. 
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argument  in  bis  favouri  and  be  might  bave  been  brought        1838. 
within  a  case  in  Espinasseia),  I  think:  but  in  the  case  of 
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an  irregularity,  which  is  his  own  or  bis  clerk's  act,  he  is  the  v, 

person  immediately  liable. 

Williams  J. — ^The  argument  for  the  defendant  seems 
addressed  to  the  form  of  action  only.  But  the  writ  here 
being  irregular,  the  arrest  was  illegal,  and  the  defendant 
was  the  immediate  party  by  whom  that  was  effected. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  Probably  Sedley  v.  Sutherland,  3  Eep.  SOS. 


Swan  v.  Phillips.  Friday, 

^^  June  lit. 

OASE.    The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  here«-  A  reoresenta- 

toforo,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  April,  1834,  the  defendant  then  fend^t'^Taf^ 

being  an  attorney  and  solicitor,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  to  money  might 

lend  to  one  W.  J.  Jellicorse  the  sum  of  300/.  at  5/.  per  toiST.  B''^,  be- 

ecDt.  per  annum.     And  the  defendant  then  contriving  8lc.  cause  the  title- 

.  .     .  deeds  to  an 

to  defraud  the  plaintiff,  and  to  induce  her,  the  plaintiff,  to  estate,  \vhich 

lend  to  the  said  Jeliicorse  the  said  sum  of  300/.  upon  in-  ^'  B- l>ad  j"»t 

■  bought,  were  m 

lerest  as  aforesaid,  and  to  take  no  further  security  from  the  defendant's 

said  Jellicorse  for  the  repayment  to  her,  the  plaintiff,  of  the  {hat^othmg" 

said  sum,  with  such  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  than  the  could  be  done 

-    .  .  ,    »•  1,.  ft         -1  «_  without  the 

|»n>missory  note  of  the  said  Jeilicorse  for  the  said  sum  ac,  knowledge  of 

be  the  defendant  then  falsely  and  deceitfully  represented  to  the  defendant, 

■^  •'IT  and  that  plam- 

the  plamtiff,  that  she,  the  plaintiff,  might  safely  lend  to  the  tiff  would  be 

said  JelHcorse  the  said  sum  of  300/.,  and  take  no  further  '^J'lJ'an'^ J  a^ 

secarity  for  the  repayment  thereof,  with  such  interest  as  representation 

aforesaid,  than  such  promissory  note  as  aforesaid,  because  oM.Ji  within 

the  title-deeds  to  a  certain  estate,  which  he  the  defendant  ^^^  ^  ^^-  ^> 

c.  14  s.  6. 
tben  asserted  and  represented  that  the  said  Jellicorse  had 

just  booght,  were  in  the  possession  of  him  the  defendant, 

and  that  nothing  could  be  done  without  the  knowledge  of 
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1838.  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  would  be  perfectly  safe  in 
making  such  loan  to  the  said  JelKcorse  upon  the  terms 
aforesaid.  By  means  of  which  said  false  representations 
the  defendant  did  then  fraudulently  and  deceitfully  induce, 
persuade,  and  encourage  the  plaintiff  to  lend  and  advance 
to  the  said  JelKcorse  the  said  sum  of  900/.  upon  interest,  at 
the  rate  aforesaid^  and  to  take  no  further  security  from  the 
said  Jellicorse  for  the  repayment  to  her,  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
said  sum  of  300/.,  with  such  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid, 
than  the  promissory  note  of  the  said  W.  J.  Jellicorse  for  the 
sum  of  500/.,  with  such  interest  as  aforesaid.  The  declara- 
tion then  averred,  that  the  plaintiff  confiding  &c.  in  the  said 
representation,  did  lend  the  said  W.  J.  Jellicorse  300/.  upon 
his  promissory  note  ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  said  represen- 
tations she  could  not  safely  lend  as  aforesaid,  without  taking 
further  security  than  such  promissory  note,  and  that  the 
said  title-deeds  were  not  at  the  time  of  the  said  representa- 
tion in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  all  which  &c.  the  de- 
fendant well  knew ;  that  the  loan  had  not  been  repaid,  and 
thut  J elUeorse  had  since  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt. 

2nd  Plea : — That  the  said  representations  related  to  the 
ability  of  the  said  Jellicorse,  to  wit,  his  ability  to  repay  the 
said  sum  of  money  in  the  declaration  mentioned  to  have  been 
lent  by  the  plaintiff  to  Jellicorse ;  and  that  the  said  repre- 
sentations were  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  ever  made  in 
writing  signed  by  the  defendant.    Verification. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

The  marginal  note  stated,  that  the  matter  of  law  intended 
to  be  argued  was,  that  the  second  plea  afforded  no  answer 
to  the  action,  inasmuch  as  the  said  representations  related 
to  the  possession  of  the  deeds  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  not  to  the  ability  of  Jellicorse^  within  the  meaning  of 
9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  6,  upon  which  that  plea  is  founded,  and 
consequently  that  such  representations  need  not  have  been 
made  in  writing. 

i2.  \\  Richards  in  support  of  the  demurrer.— The  9 
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Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  6,  enacts,  "  that  no  action  shall  be  main-  1838. 
tained,  whereby  to  charge  any  person,  upon  or  by  reason  of 
any  representation  or  assurance  made  or  given  concerning 
or  relating  to  the  character,  conduct,  credit,  ability,  trade 
or  dealings  of  any  other  person,  to  the  intent  or  purpose 
that  such  other  person  may  obtain  credit,  money,  or  goods 
upon,  unless  such  representation  or  assurance  be  made  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith."  The 
question  is,  whether  it  was  necessary  that  the  defendant's 
representation  should  have  been  in  writing,  under  this  sec- 
tion, in  order  to  make  him  chargeable.  The  representation 
contemplated  by  the  statute  relates  to  the  ability  or  credit 
of  the  person  spoken  of;  but  this  representation,  that  the 
plaintiff  might  safely  lend,  because  the  title^eeds  of  an 
estate  purchased  by  Jellicorse  were  in  the  defendant's 
hands,  and  that  nothing  could  be  done  with  them  without 
the  defendant's  knowledge,  seems  to  relate  rather  to  the  de- 
fendant himself  than  to  Jellicorse.  But  assuming  it  to 
apply  to  JeUicarse,  it  rather  represents  his  want  of  ability 
than  otherwise,  for  it  states  that  he  had  not  possession  of 
bis  own  title-deeds.  It  cannot  be  held,  when  inquiry  is 
made  relative  to  a  person  who  is  negotiating  a  loan,  that 
every  representation  concerning  him  must  necessarily  relate 
to  his  personal  ability  to  pay.  Suppose  the  defendant  had 
fraudulently  represented  that  Jellicorse  was  in  Iiondon, 
whereas  he  was  in  Cornwall,  the  plaintiff  might  choose 
rather  to  lend  to  a  person  in  London  than  in  Cornwall,  and 
the  defendant  might  be  liable  to  an  action  for  his  deceit; 
but  it  cannot  be  contended  that  such  a  representation 
would  relate  to  the  ability  &c.  of  Jellicorse  within  the 
statute.  The  recent  case  in  this  Court  of  Hashck  v.  JPer- 
gusson{a\  may  be  passed  by,  because  there  the  representa- 
tion distinctly  related  to  the  ability  of  the  person  spoken  of. 
In  Lyde  v.  Barnard  (6),  the  representation  that  Lord  Ed* 
ward  Thynnt?s  interest  in  a  certain  fund  was  only  charged 
with  three  annuities,  had  a  much  more  obvious  connection 

(a)  2  N.  &  P.  269.  (h)  1  M.  &  W.  101. 

G  G  2 
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1838.  with  the  statute  th&n  the  present  case.  There,  however, 
the  Court  were  equally  divided ;  AMerson  B.  observing  that 
a  class  of  cases,  commencing  with  Pasley  v.  Freeman  (a), 
had  virtually  repealed  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  required 
a  guarantee  to  be  in  writing,  by  substituting  actions  for 
false  representation  for  actions  on  a  guarantee,  and  that  the 
object  of  Lord  TenterderCs  Act  was  to  place  them  both  on 
the  same  footing.  "  The  two  cases,"  he  says,  "  are,  I  think, 
identical  in  principle ;  for  a  guarantee  increases  the  ability 
of  the  third  person  who  is  about  to  be  trusted,  by  adding  to 
the  value  of  his  personal  responsibility  that  of  the  person 
making  the  guarantee."  He  then  adds,  '*  I  think,  therefore, 
that  we  should  take  this  as  the  key  to  the  true  construction 
of  Lord  Tenterden^s  Act,  and  if  we  do  so,  it  seems  to  follow 
from  it,  that  a  representation  to  be  within  the  act,  must  be 
one  by  which  the  value  of  the  personal  responsibility  of  the 
third  person  is  increased  in  the  judgment  of  the  individual, 
from  whom  he  is  about  to  obtain  credit,  money,  or  goods.'* 
Tried  by  the  test  suggested,  can  it  be  said  that  the  repre- 
sentation, as  to  the  custody  of  Jellkorse^s  deeds,  related  to 
his  personal  responsibility  ?  [  Wighiman.  The  plaintiff 
relies  on  the  words  ''  that  the  plaintiff  might  safely  lend," 
without  the  reason  afterwards  given.]  It  is  all  one  state- 
ment, and  must  be  taken  together :  and  the  plea  may  be 
considered,  perhaps,  as  too  large,  for  it  says,  in  effect,  that 
the  whole  statement  related  to  JeUicorse^s  ability,  and  should 
have  been  in  writing.  The  real  representation  is,  *'  you 
may  trust,  because  I  have  certain  deeds  ia  my  possession  ;" 
the  declaration  might,  perhaps,  have  been  specially  de- 
murred to,  as  alleging  mere  evidence. 

Wightman,  contr^. —  If  the  representation  had  been 
merely  that  Jellicorse  might  safely  be  trusted,  it  seems  ad- 
mitted that  it  would  have  related  to  his  ability.  Is  the 
meaning  then  altered,  because  the  subsequent  reason  as- 
signed for  his  ability  may  be  a  bad  one  ?  In  Lyde  v.  Bar- 
nard (Jb),  nothing  at  all  was  said  about  Lord  E.  Thj/nne^s 

(a)  3T.  R.51.  (b)  1  M.&W.lOl, 
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ability;  the  representation  was  simply  as  to  the  state  of  a  1838. 
particular  fund.  The  plaintiff  there  was  not  told,  "  you 
may  safely  lend  to  Lord  E.  Thji/nne,  because  the  fund  is 
charged  only  to  this  extent ;"  and  Parke  B.  remarks  in  his 
judgment,  that  the  question  to  the  defendant,  and  his  an- 
swer to  it,  related  to  the  fund  only.  Here  the  representa- 
tion directly  relates  to  Jellicorse's  '*  dealings ''  also,  namely, 
that  he  had  bought  an  estate ;  this  again  distinguishes  the 
present  case  from  Lyde  v.  Barnard  (a).  The  defendant 
states,  in  fact,  not  only  that  Jellicorse  is  of  ability,  but  par- 
ticularises what  his  ability  consists  of. 

JR.  F,  Richards  in  reply.  The  former  part  of  the  repre- 
sentation cannot  be  separated  from  the  rest,  it  all  hinges  on 
the  reason  given ;  the  defendant  says,  that  he  has  the  con- 
trol of  the  title-deeds,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff  may 
safely  lend.  Suppose  the  action  to  have  gone  to  trial,  would 
it  not  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  money  had  not 
been  advanced  on  that  part  of  the  representation,  which 
need  not  have  been  in  writing?  Some  stress  has  been 
laid  on  the  word  '^  dealings ;"  but  it  is  only  enumerated  in 
the  statute  as  one  of  those  matters  helping  to  constitute 
personal  ability,  to  representations  concerning  which  alone 
the  statute  is  directed. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.  J. — (After  reading  the  words  of  the 
representation.)  If  the  meaning  of  those  words  be,  that  the 
plaintiff  might  safely  lend,  because  the  defendant,  being  in 
possession  of  the  title-deeds,  would  be  cognisant  of  any  at- 
tempt on  the  part  of  Jellicorse  to  deal  with  the  estate,  then, 
I  think,  the  representation  does  not  relate  to  Jellicorse^s 
ability,  and  that  it  is  actionable,  although  not  in  writings 
But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  meaning  is  more  extensive ; 
that  the  representation  is,  that  Jellicorse  is  a  responsible 
person,  possessed  of  certain  property,  which  cannot  be  in- 
cumbered without  the  defendant's  knowledge ;  that  it  relates 

{a)  1  M.  &  W.  101. 
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18S8.        to  Jellicor$e*s  pecuniary  ability,  and  mentions  that  ability  as 
^''^^      one  reason  why  he  might  be  safely  trusted. 

Pbillia.  Littlbdalb  J. — I  understand  the  representation  m  this 
way  t*— the  defendant,  an  attorney,  comes  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  in  order  to  induce  him  to  lend  Jellicone  money  on  his 
promissory  note,  says,  "  I  have  the  title-deeds  to  an  estate 
which  he  has  lately  purchased,  and  therefore  you  may  safely 
lend  to  him.**  This  must  be  taken  as  an  entire  representa- 
tion, and  is  just  what  may  be  supposed  would  be  given  as 
an  answer  to  any  inquiry  about  Jellicone*8  ability ;  the  sub* 
stantial  reason  given  to  prevail  on  the  plaintiff  is,  that  the 
defendant  knows  Jeiticorse  to  be  possessed  of  an  estate. 

Patteson  J. — The  only  doubt  raised  in  my  mind  is  by 
the  words,  "  nothing  can  be  done  without  my  knowledge.** 
If  the  representation  had  not  gone  farther  than  the  words 
**  because  deeds  are  in  my  possession/*  I  should  take  it  to 
apply  distinctly  to  JelHcorse's  ability,  and  to  be  nothing 
more  than  a  reason  assigned  for  the  knowledge  professed 
of  such  ability.  But  the  representation  proceeds  in  these 
words,  *'  nothing  can  be  done  without  my  knowledge.**  At 
first,  I  thought  this  might  mean  that  the  plaintiff  should 
have  the  benefit  of  defendant's  custody  and  control  over  the 
deeds  ;  and  if  that  be  the  meaning,  it  would  be  open  to  Mr. 
Richards*  argument,  that  the  representation  is  confined  to 
the  defendant*s  own  acts.  But  this,  it  appears  to  me  on  con- 
sideration, would  be  a  strange  meaning  to  put  on  the  whole 
representation  taken  together.  I  understand  the  representa- 
tion to  be,  **  you  may  safely  lend,  I  know  that  he  has  property, 
the  title-deeds  are  in  my  possession,  and  he  cannot  deal  with 
them  without  my  knowledge,**  and  that  this  relates  to  JtUi^ 
cOTMt's  ability  within  the  statute. 

Williams  J. — We  ought  to  look  at  this  representation 
in  the  same  light  in  which  it  would  be  ordinarily  under- 
stood.   The  representation,  among  other  things,  is,  that 
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JelUcorse  is  possessed  of  an  estate ;  and  a  possession  of  this  isss. 
kind,  whether  it  be  of  land  or  a  purse  of  money,  of  course 
increases  the  solvency  and  ability  of  the  possessor.  The 
rest  of  the  representation  seenis  to  amount  to  this,  *'  I  am 
an  attorney,  I  understand  these  matters,  I  have  his  title- 
deeds,  he  can  do  nothing  without  me,  you  may  therefore 
«afeiy  lend.'' 

Judgment  for  defendant 


Hopkins  v.  Helmore.  Friday, 

g^  June  lit. 

C/OV£NANT.     The  declaration  stated,  that  heretofore,  Declaration 

to  wit,  on  the  21st  of  March,  1898,  by  a  certain  indenture  "*  covenant 

'  .     .  ,  stated  that  the 

then  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  &c.,  plaintiff,  by 

the  plaintiff  demised  unto  the  defendant  a  certain  mes-  (fated^^he  2lst 

suage  &&,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  messuage  Sec.  from  March,  18^8, 

the  25th  March  then  instant,  for  and  during  the  term  of  ^^\^  premises, 

seven  years  then  next  ensuing,  wantinir  seven  days,  yielding  l^f ™  f^®  25th 

•  .  ,        ^  ,  ,  .     .  .,  March  then 

and  paying    therefore  yearly  and  every  year,  during  said  instant,  for 

term,  unto  the  plaintiff,  the  yearly  rent  of  285/.,  clear  of  all  ^^J^^^^^^^^^ 

taxes  and  deductions  whatsoever  (except  land  tax  and  ground  years  then 

rent),  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments,  on  the  25th  of  ^a^nVmg  sevfn 

March,  the  24th  of  June,  the  29th  of  September,  and  the  ^^yh  to  the 
^ .  ,      ^  ^  ,         .  .         >.  . ,  defendant, 

25th  of  December,  m  every  year,  commencing  from  sma  yielding  and 

25f4  March  tken  instant.    And  the  defendant  did  thereby,  paying  there- 

•'     fore  yearly  and 
for  himself,  his  heirs  &c.,  covenant  and  agree  with  the  every  year, 

during  said 
term,  the  yearly  rent  of  985/.,  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments,  on  the  25th  March,  the 
94th  June,  the  29tb  September,  and  the  25tb  December,  in  every  year,  commencing  from 
said  Q5th  March  then  imtant,  and  that  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  rent  accordingly, 
but  that  in  breach  thereof,  in  the  last  year  of  the  said  term,  he  had  only  paid  half  of  the 
rent,  and  thai  on  the  25tli  March,  1835,  there  was  due  140/.  fur  two  quarterly  pay- 
ments. The  defendant  pleaded  payment  into  Court  of  the  first  quarter,  and  demurred 
generally  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  alleged  breach  of  covenant,  in  respect  of  the  last 
quarterly  payment,  on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that 
tne  second  quarter's  rent,  mentioned  in  the  breach,  did  not  become  due  "  during  the 
term,"  as  stipulated  in  the  co%'enant.  The  Court  gave  jadgroeoc  for  the  plaintiff,  con- 
struing the  covenant  to  be  for  payment  of  a  beforehand  rent,  the  first  quarter  being 
payable  on  the  25ih  March,  1828,  ttie  day  of  the  commencement  of  the  term,  so  that 
the  whole  reut  was  payable  within  the  term. 
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1838.        plaintiff,  that  he  the  defendant  should  and  would,  yearly 

„   "  and  every  year,  during  the  continuance  of  said  demise,  well 

Hopkins  ,       ,  .  •       t  •     •!*•    i         •  j 

V,  and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  plaintiff,  the  said 

IIelmore.  yearly  rentof285/.,clear&c,,onthedaysand  in  manner  there- 
inbefore appointed  for  payment  thereof.  The  declaration 
then  stated  the  entry  of  defendant,  and  after  averring  per- 
formance by  the  plaintiff  of  all  things  in  the  indenture  to 
be  performed  on  his  part,  alleged,  as  breach  of  the  defend- 
ant's covenant,  that  defendant  did  not  in  every  year,  during 
the  continuance  of  said  demise,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
unto  said  plaintiff  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  285/.,  clear 
&c.,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof,  in  the  last  year  of  said 
term  in  said  indenture  of  demise,  the  defendant  wholly 
omitted  and  neglected  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  any  greater 
part  of  said  yearly  rent  of  2S5l.  than  one-half  part  thereof, 
and  on  the  S^th  of  March,  18:35,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  140/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  two  quarterly 
payments  of  said  yearly  rent  of  283/.,  after  deducting  land 
tax  and  ground  rent,  chargeable  for  and  in  respect  of  said 
demised  premises  during  the  same  two  quarters,  on  that 
day,  in  that  year,  became  and  was  due  and  payable  from 
defendant  to  plaintiff,  and  is  still  in  arrear  and  unpaid  to 
plaintiff,  contrary  to  the  tenor  and  effect  and  meaning  of 
said  indenture,  and  of  said  covenant,  &c. 

Plea:  the  defendant,  as  to  71/.  lOs.,  parcel  of  said  sum 
of  140/.,  being  so  much  of  the  said  sum  of  140/.  as  became 
due  as  and  for  the  first  of  the  said  two  quarterly  payments 
in  the  declaration  alleged  to  have  become  due  and  payable 
on  the  25th  day  of  March,  1835,  says  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  not  further  to  maintain  his  action,  because  the  de^ 
fendant  now  brings  into  Court  the  sum  of  71/.  iOs,,  ready 
to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff.  Denial  of  damages  ultra,  and 
verification. 

And  the  defendant,  as  to  the  alleged  breach  of  covenant^ 
in  respect  of  the  non-payment  of  the  second  and  last  quar-« 
terly  payments,  in  the  declaration  alleged  to  have  become 
due  upon  the  said  25th  of  March,  1835,  says,  that  the  same 
is  not  suflicient  in  law.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 


Hopkins 
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In  the  mai*gin  the  cause  of  demurrer  was  stated  to  be^ 
that  it  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  that  there 
was  no  day  within  the  term  upon  which  the  second  quar-  v. 

ter's  rent,  mentioned  in  the  breach,  became  due.  Helmore. 

Ogle^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  term  expired  on 
the  18th  March,  1835,  and  the  breach  of  covenant  is  the 
non-payment  of  rent  on  the  25th  March,  1 835,  seven  days 
after  the  term  ended.  As  there  are  certain  days  specified 
by  the  demise  for  payment  of  rent,  "  yearly  and  every  year, 
during  the  said  term,"  rent  was  payable  on  such  days  only, 
and  cannot  be  recovered  as  payable  on  a  day  after  the  term 
had  expired  (a).  It  may  be  said  that  the  intention  of  the 
parties  must  have  been  that  rent  should  be  paid  for  the  last 
quarter,  but  their  intention  can  only  be  gathered  from  the 
express  words  of  the  lease.  If  any  rent  is  to  be  paid  for 
the  last  quarter,  the  remedy  for  it  is  debt,  and  not  covenant. 

J.  Bayletf,  contrsi. — The  habendum  is  from  the  25th 
March  then  instant,  for  seven  years^  wanting  seven  days, 
aod  the  reddendum  ''paying  therefore  yearly  and  every  year 
during  the  said  term,'*  a  certain  rent,  by  four  equal  quarterly 
payments.  If  the  argument  raised  on  the  words  of  the 
reddendum  be  good  for  any  thing,  it  would  follow  that  rent 
was  reserved  payable  for  six  years  only,  and  not  for  any 
part  of  the  seventh  year,  for,  reckoning  by  quarter  days, 
there  are  only  six  years.  But  the  words  "  paying  therefore 
yearly  and  every  year  during  the  said  term,"  are  to  be  taken 
together,  and  *'  every  year"  is  to  be  applied  to  the  term,  and 
not  to  the  quarter  days  which  might  fall  within  the  term; 
and  the  meaning  is,  that  285/.  was  to  be  paid  seven  times; 

(a)  Iq  Barwkk  v.  Fotiefj  Cro.  (having  first  been  of  a  contrary 

Jac.  297  &  933;  S.  C  Yelv.  167 ;  opinion),  that  the  declaration  was 

where  there  was  a  covenant  to  pay  good,  althoogh  the  rent  was  not 

rent  at  Lady-day  and  Michaelmas  payable  till  ten  days  after  the  last 

^e(ir(y, or  within  ten  days  after,and  Michaelmas  during  the  term,  and 

the  term  ended  at  Michaelmas,  the  that  being  reserved  yearfy,  the  ten 

declaration  alleged  a  non-payment  days  should  be  re}ected  at  the^nd 

of  the  rent  for  the  term  ending  at  of  the  term. 
Michaelmas  ladt;  the  Court  held, 


UOPEIHS 
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1838.      '  once  for  each  year  in  the  term,  and  that  the  last  quarter 
was  to  be  paid  seven  days  after  the  end  of  the  term.    Eflfect 

"^7"  ««»*  he  given  to  the  word  "  yearly."  In  Hill  v.  Grange  {a), 
HEUcoav.  a  demise  from  the  6th  August,  for  twenty  years,  "  yielding 
therefore  yearly  to  the  aforesaid  Henry,  and  his  heirs,  409., 
at  two  terms  of  the  year,  viz.  at  the  feast  of  the  Annuncia- 
tion of  the  Blessed  Virgin  Mary,  and  of  St.  Michael  the 
Archangel,  to  be  paid  by  equal  portions,"  &c.,  was  ooo- 
strued  so  as  to  entitle  the  landlord  to  twenty  years'  entire 
rent  It  was  contended  (6)  that  the  first  rent  was  payable  on 
Michaelmas-day,  that  the  words  of  reservation  were ''  yield- 
ing annually  "y»h\ch  words  ought  to  be  fulfilled,  and  if  rent 
should  not  be  paid  at  the  first  Michaelmas,  then  it  would 
not  be  paid  annually,  for  in  the  first  year  he  would  only 
have  rent  for  half  a  year,  because  the  first  year  commenced 
in  August  and  ended  in  August,  and  if  he  should  have  no 
more  than  rent  for  half  a  year  at  Lady-day,  then  he  would 
not  have  annually  40s.,  but  only  20s.  for  the  first  year;  and 
that  the  terms  **  Annunciation"  and  "  St.  Michael*'  were 
intended  to  point  out  the  days  of  payment,  rather  than  the 
commencement  of  the  reservation,  so  that  it  might  stand 
well  with  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  make  the  payment 
commence  at  Michaelmas;  and  the  Court  agreed  to  this 
reasoning,  and  it  was  ruled  accordingly.  [Littledale  J. 
There  the  lease  was  for  twenty  entire  years,  here  it  is 
for  seven  years  wanting  seven  days.]  It  shews  that  a  quar- 
ter's rent  may  be  recovered,  although  there  may  not  be  a 
full  quarter's  occupation,  and  that  eflfect  must  be  given  to 
the  word  '*  yearly."  The  rent  for  the  last  quarter  in  tUs 
case  is  reserved  payable  after  the  terra  has  eipired.  There 
is  no  objection  in  law  to  such  a  reservation,  and  the  only 
consequence  will  be,  that  the  lessor  will  not  have  his  remedy 
by  distress ;  Hutchim  v.  Scott  (c).  [Littledale  J.  The  reot 
in  this  case  is  reserved  payable  during  the  term,  not  after 
it]  It  is  reserved  ''  yearly  and  every  year  during  the  said 
term,"  noc  on  quarter  days  during  the  term.  This  ques- 
tion arises  on  general  demurrer,  and  the  language  of  the 

(a)  1  Plowd.  164.  (6)  Ibid.  17t  (c)  it  M.  &  W.  aOO. 
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breach  will  be  foand  not  to  be  open  to  the  objection  taken.  i638. 
The  essential  part  of  the  breach  is,  that  '^  defendant  did 
not  til  every  year  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise 
pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  said  plaintiff,  said  yearly  Helmorb. 
rent  or  sum  of  £85/.*'  It  is  true  that  the  breach  proceeds 
to  specify,  that  '*  on  the  26th  March  a  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  140/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  two  quan* 
teriy  payments  of  said  yearly  rent  8cc.,  on  that  day  in  that 
year  became  due,  and  was  due  and  payable  from  said 
defendant  to  plaintiff,"  Sec.  But  these  latter  particulars  are 
immaterial,  and  the  former  part  of  the  breach  is  alone  to 
be  attended  to.  In  Baden  ▼.  Flight  (a),  which  was  cove- 
nant on  a  lease,  the  breach  alleged,  that  during  the  term,  to 
wit,  on  the  25th  March  &c.,  the  sum  of  &c.,  for  two  quar- 
ters, ending  8cc.,  became  due;  and  Tindat  C.  J.  said,  in 
giving  judgment,  '*  It  appears  to  me  that  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration  is  this,  that  during  the  term  two  quarters' 
rent  became  due  and  in  arrear,  and  though  a  particular  day 
is  specified,  that  carries  it  no  further;  the  substantial  alle- 
gation is,  that  the  rent  became  due  during  the  term.  It  is 
no  answer  to  that  allegation  to  say,  that  the  rent  did  not 
become  due  on  a  particular  day."  [Patteson3*  For  any 
thing  that  appears  in  the  breach  the  rent  might  have  been 
due  for  some  previous  quarter.  We  ought  to  help  you  if 
we  can.]  In  Long  ▼.  Burroughs  {b)  the  Court  appears  to 
have  assisted  the  plaintiff  by  a  similar  intendment. 

C^,  in  reply.  The  proceeding  of  the  Court  in  Hill  v. 
Grange  {c)  is  in  the  defendant's  favour,  for  they  reversed 
the  order  of  rent*days,  in  order  to  avoid  the  very  diflSlculty 
which  the  present  plaintiff  is  in,  that  is,  to  avoid  holding 
that  the  plaintiff  in  that  case  could  recover  a  quarter's  rent 
from  Lady-day  to  Michaelmas,  although  the  term  itself 
expired  in  the  intervening  August.  It  is  said  that  the 
breach  does  not  shew  which  particular  quarter's  rent  is 
claimed ;  but  that  is  not  so,  for  the  breach  admits  payment 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  685.  (c)  1  Piowd.  i6^. 

(6)  lLd.SttDjOD,847. 
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of  140/.  for  half  a  year's  rent,  which  sum,  in  the  absence 
of  any  specific  appropriation,  would  be  for  the  first  half- 
year.  If  there  had  been  a  plea  of  payment  on  the  record, 
it  would  not  be  supported  by  proof  that  140/.  had  been 
paid  without  appropriation  at  the  time  for  half  a  year's  rent. 
Covenant  for  part  of  the  rent  cannot  be  brought  against 
alessee,  who  is  liable  on  his  personal  contract;  Stevenson  v. 
Lambard(a).  \BayUy.  The  plaintiff  does  not  claim  part, 
but  the  whole.] 


Lord  Denman  C.J. — The  contract  entered  into  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  is  to  pay  285/.  in  each  year  during 
the  term.  This  contract  may  be  fulfilled  without  extending 
it  to  any  quarter  days  beyond  the  term,  by  understanding 
that  the  rent  contemplated  by  the  parties  was  a  beforehand 
rent.  Thus  the  first  payment  will  be  due  on  the  25th 
March,  1828,  the  very  day  of  the  commencement  of  the 
term,  instead  of  on  the  24th  June  following,  and  the  order 
of  quarter  days,  as  given  in  the  reddendum,  will  be  strictly 
complied  with.  In  this  way  285/.  will  be  payable  every  year, 
for  the  last  year  as  well  as  the  others,  although  it  is  seven 
days  short  of  a  full  year,  and  the  whole  sum  will  be  payable 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  covenant,  and  during  the  term* 


LiTTLEDALE  J. — ^The  Icssce  has  clearly  contracted  to  pay 
285/.  every  year,  by  four  quarterly  payments,  and  is  to 
pay  this  sum  for  the  last  year  also,  although  wanting  seven 
days  of  a  complete  year.  The  lease  is  very  inartificially 
drawn,  and  it  is  somewhat  difficult  to  reconcile  the  various 
parts  of  it,  unless  by  reading ''  commencingyrom  said  25tb 
March  then  instant,"  in  the  reddendum,  to  mean  *'  on"  that 
day,  and  understanding  the  rent  agreed  on  to  be  before- 
hand rent,  the  first  quarter  to  be  payable  on  the  same  25th 
March,  which  rent-day  is  mentioned  first  in  order.  By 
enumerating  the  quarter  days  in  a  particular  order,  the 
parties  must  be  presumed  to  have  meant  that  the  payments 
were  to  be  made  in  that  order.  The  signification  of  the 
(a)  2  East;  bn. 
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word  ''from*'  is  sometimes  inclusive  and  sometimes  exclu-         18S8. 

sive,  so  that  it  presents  no  difficulty  to  such  a  construction      ^T*^'*^^ 
-.t  .  «•  1      .  .  Hopkins 

of  this  contract,  as  will  best  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  v, 

parties.  Hblmore. 

Patteson  J. — On  reading  the  contract  as  set  out  In  the 
declaration,  I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  parties  meant 
that  285/.  should  be  paid  seven  times,  and  there  is  very 
little  difficulty  in  this  construction,  if  a  pause  is  made  before 
the  words  "  by  four  equal  quarterly  payments."  The  words 
''  commencing  from  said  25th  March  then  instant,"  are  in- 
telligible enough,  if  applied  to  a  beforehand  rent,  which 
I  think  was  contemplated  by  the  parties,  although  there  is 
force  in  what  Mr.  Bayley  has  said,  that  **  yearly  and  every 
year  during  the  said  term,''  may  mean  that  the  rent  should 
be  paid  in  any  year  during  the  term  on  those  particular  days, 
so  that  this  is  an  express  covenant  to  pay,  as  he  puts  it,  even 
seven  days  after  the  term  has  expired. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Hall  v.  Maule  and  others. 

(In  Prohibition.)  IWcfay, 

June  Ut, 

1  HE  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendants,  on  the  13th  Where  the 
of  July,  1833,  prosecuted  a  plea  in  the  Consistory  Court  of  clared  in  pro- 
Bristol,  against  the  plaintiff,  wherein  the  defendants  did  ex-  ^^*^)^^^'\  ^^^^ 
.....  .     .  he  had  been 

bibit  a  certain  libel  against  plaintiff.    [The  declaration  then  libelled  by  the 

set  out  a  libel  by  the  defendants,  as  churchwardens  of  the  ^®s*?ritual"* 
parish  of  St.  Philip  and  St.  Jacob;  in  the  city  of  Bristol,  in  Court,fornon- 
which  they  libelled  the  plaintiff  for  non-paymentof  a  church  ^urch-rate* 

and  that  he 
had  excepted  to  the  libel  on  different  grounds,  one  of  which  was  as  to  the  construction 
of  nn  act  of  parliament,  and  averred  that  the  said  exceptions  were  not  the  subject  of 
ecclesiastical  cognizance,  and  thereupon  prayed  for  a  writ  of  prohibition : — Held,  that 
he  had  shewn  no  ground  for  prohibition,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  Court  below  were 
proceeding  to  decide  on  the  act  of  parliament,  or  that  it  would  decide  contrary  to  the 
conunon  law. 


4G0 


ies8. 
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rate  of  IQf  .^  made  on  the  22d  of  Marchi  1835.]  The  deckra- 
tion  Chen  averred  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  Slc., 
did  exhibit  and  file  in  the  said  Court  divers  exceptions  to 
the  said  libel  of  defendantSi  wherein,  amongst  other  thiaga, 
it  was  alleged  as  follows :  that  is  to  say,  [the  declaration  then 
set  out  the  exceptions  at  length,  which  in  substance  were,] 
that  in  the  month  of  March,  1832,  the  rate-payers  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Philip  and  St.  Jacob  had  adopted  the  1  &  £ 
WilL  4,  c.  60 ;  that  vestrymen  were  chosen  under  the  act,  on 
the  21st  of  May,  1 832 ;  that  the  vestry  of  the  22d  of  March, 
1833,  was  not  duly  assembled  under  the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69 ; 
that  the  rate  in  question  was  made  for  adding  to  the  fabric 
of  the  church,  and  for  other  purposes  (specified),  without 
any  meeting  of  the  rate-payers  having  been  previously  held, 
to  give  their  consent,  and  also  for  the  payment  of  divers 
salaries,  costs,  and  charges,  to  which  the  inhabitants  were 
not  liable.  [The  declaration  then  concluded,]  that  the  said 
exceptions,  so  filed  by  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  were  duly 
admitted  by  the  said  Court,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1833,  and  because  the  several  matters  before  men- 
tioned in  the  said  exceptions  of  the  plaintiff  are  not  the 
subjects  of  ecclesiastical  cognizance  and  jurisdiction,  but 
are  only  properly  to  be  tried  in  the  temporal  Courts  of 
this  land,  the  plaintiff  prays  the  judgment  of  this  Court, 
that  her  Majesty's  writ  of  prohibition  may  issue  out  of  this 
Court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Queen  her* 
self,  to  prohibit  the  judge  of  the  said  Consistory  Court 
from  proceeding  further  in  the  said  suit. 

The  defendants  pleaded  several  pleas ;  but  it  is  unne- 
cessary to  give  the  pleadings,  as  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
proceeded  on  the  declaration. 


Peacock  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrers  to  the 
replications,  but  the  Court  called  on  Godson  to  support  the 
declaration. 


Godson.   The  declaration  in  this  case  is  almost  precisely 
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the  same  as  in  Blacktt  v.  Blizard  {a).  There  a  rate  had  been        1838. 

made  bj  a  select  vestry  under  an  act  of  parliament,  and  the      ^"^"^'^^^ 

Court  held,  that  as  the  vestry  did  not  consist  of  the  proper  «. 

namber,  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  could  not  entertain  the       Maule 

mi  ....  1       .         •      .         .  ^"**  others. 

suit.     The  question  m  this  case  also  is,  whether  the  rate 

was  made  by  the  proper  parties  under  the  1  &  2  fVilL  4, 
c.  60,  and  this  Court  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  decide  it. 
In  Byerley  v.  WinduM  ip),  it  was  contended,  that  as  the 
parties  were  not  at  issue  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  prohibition 
could  not  go ;  but  this  Court  overruled  the  objection.  In 
Cockbum  v.  Harvey  {c),  also,  where  the  question  was, 
whether  a  select  vestry,  appointed  under  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment, could  make  a  church  rate,  this  Court  directed  a  pro* 
bibition.  [Pattaon  J.  In  those  cases  no  question  was 
made,  whether  the  Court  below  was  proceeding  in  the  suit. 
In  Blacket  v.  Blizard  (a),  it  appears,  that  after  the  plaintiff 
had  excepted  to  the  libel,  and  prayed  the  spiritual  judge  to 
dismiss  it,  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  he  nevertheless  ad- 
mitted the  libel.  That  must  mean,  that  the  judge  over- 
ruled the  exception,  and  thereby  decided  on  the  act  of 
parliament  which  gave  rise  to  the  exception.  Lord  Den- 
man  C.  J.  The  judgment  of  the  Court,  in  Blacket  v. 
Blizard  (a),  proceeded  entirely  on  the  ground  that  the 
Spiritual  Court  had  decided  wrong  on  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment] It  appears  by  the  exceptions  to  the  libel  set  out  in 
the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff's  case  depends  on  the 
construction  of  the  act  of  parliament. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — It  does  not  at  all  appear  that 
there  is  any  dispute  as  to  the  act  of  parliament,  it  may  be 
admitted  in  the  Court  below,  or  they  may  put  a  right  de- 
cision upon  it.  There  is  no  ground  therefore  at  present  for 
prohibiting  the  Court  below  from  proceeding.     If  the  facts 

(a)   9  B.  &  C.  851;    &  C.  4      R.  564. 
Mann.  &  R.  641.  (c)  3  B.  &  Ad.  797. 

(6)  5B.&C.  1;  5.  C.7D.& 
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were  raised  as  in  Blacket  v.  Blizard(a),  it  woaI4  be  a  dif- 
ferent question.  If,  on  the  construction  of  tke  act»  the 
Court  below  decide  erroneouslji  the  prohibition  may  go  as 
in  Gould  v.  Gapper  (&). 

LiTTLBDALB  J.  Concurred. 

Patteson  J. — ^The  Court  below,  I  understand,  bmfe 
come  to  no  decision  upon  the  act  of  parliament,  therefore 
you  cannot  amend. 

Williams  J,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  851 ;    &  C.  4  (6)  5  EaBt,  345. 

Mann.  &R.  641. 


Fridt^,  Meyer  v.  Ha  worth. 

June  lit, 
ABsumpcit  for  ASSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  goods  bar- 
Pico  cover-     8^^°®*'  8"d  8oW#  work  and  labour*  money  paid  and  interest, 
ture.    RepH-    and  on  an  account  stated.  Plea,  that  at  the  time  of  making 
tho  time  when  ^^^  ^^^^  promises  the  defendant  was  the  wife  of  one  Jotm 

the  debt  was     Saworih,    Replication,  that  at  the  time  the  several  debts 

contrRCtedythe 

defendant  was  ^^re  contracted  by  the  defendant  she  was  living  separate 

living  apart  ^  ^nj  ^p^^i  f^m  her  alleged  husband,  and  in  open  adultery 
band,  in  a  with  one  W,  J,  R.,  and  the  said  John  Haworth  was  not 
ten^-°tbat"the  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  bound  to  pay,  nor  did  pay  the  said  debts  so 
plaintiflT,  with-  contracted  by  the  defendant,  whilst  she  was  so  living  sepa* 
of  thele  cir-      ^^^^  ^^^  apart  from  him,  and  in  open  adultery  with  the  said 

cumstances,  W.  J.  R.  as  aforesaid,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and 
dealt  with  her    ,  ..  o      «       •      i       i     i  •         «   i       i        .  • 

as  a  feme  sole,  delivery,  &c.  &c.  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  he  the  plain- 

and  thatafter   tjjf  ^jj  ^^^  j^^^^  ^^at  the  defendant  was  the  wife  of  the 

her  hnsband  s        . 

death,  in  con-  said  «7b/i/i  Haworth,  or  was  living  in  a  state  of  open  adultery 

sideration  of 

the  prfmises,  she  promised : — Held  to  be  a  departure  from  the  declaration. 
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M  aforesaid,  and  dealt  with  her  as  a  feme  sole  ;  and  that  1838. 
the  defemlant,  after  the  death  of  the  said  J.  Haworth,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  and  whilst  the  said 
several  debts  were  due,  to  wit,  on  &c««  in  consideration  of 
the  premises,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said 
several  sums  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  when  she  should 
be  thereto  afterwards  requested,  but  that  she  had  not  paid 
the  same.    Special  demurrer. 

Streeien  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — ^The  replication  is 
a  departure  from  the  declaration.  The  declaration  is  for 
goods  sold  8cc.  to  a  feme  sole ;  the  replication  admits  that 
she  was  then  under  coverture,  and  relies  upon  a  promise 
after  her  discoverture.  The  declaration  alleges  a  debt  to 
have  been  the  consideration  of  the  promise,  and  the  repli- 
cation alleges  that  it  was  a  moral  obligation.  Evidence  of 
the  facts  stated  in  the  replication  would  not  prove  the  de« 
claration ;  LittlefieUl  v.  Shee{a) ;  that  case  also  and  Barden 
V.  De  Keverberg  (6)  shew  that  the  replication  in  this  case 
discloses  no  cause  of  action,  whereas  in  the  declaration 
there  is  a  cause  of  action. 

Humfreys  contri. — Littlefield  v.  Shee{a)  and  Rex  v. 
Flmtan{e)  shew,  that  no  one  could  have  been  sued  on  the 
original  contract,  and  Lee  v.  Muggeridge  (d)  proves  that  a 
debt  contracted  during  coverture  is  a  good  consideration  for 
a  promise  made  after  discoverture.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
departure,  for  there  is  only  one  promise  set  up  on  the 
pleadings,  and  the  replication  supports  the  declaration  by 
shewing  how  the  defendant  made  herself  liable  in  respect 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract.  The  replication 
answers  to  the  declaration  in  this  case,  just  as,  on  an  issue 
upon  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff  answers  to  the  declaration.  It  cannot  be  said  that 
evidence  is  there  given  of  a  promise  not  contained  in  the 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  81 1.  (r)  1  B.  &  Ad.  327. 

(6)  2  M.  Sc  W.  61.  Id)  5  Taunt.  SO. 

vol..  111.  H  H 
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ieS8.        declaration  (a),  nor  can  it  be  said  now  that  the  replicatioii 

jjj^"^      contains  any  other  promise  than  that  declared  upon.   {Pat" 

V.  te$on  J.     Here  the  declaration  states  there  was  a  debt 

Awoan,    antecedent  to  the  promise^  and  the  replication  shews  that 

there  was  no  antecedent  debt.]    That  is  not  to  be  assttmed 

against  the  plaintifF;  he  should  have  the  ben^t  of  anj 

state  of  things  under  which  there  might  have  been  an  Mile- 

cedent  debt ;  as  that  the  defendant's  husband  was  dvililer 

mortuus  when  the  goods  8cc.  were  had. 

Sireeten  in  reply. — ^There  is  nothing  in  the  replication  ttt 
shew  that  the  wife  was  ever  in  a  situation  to  contract.  In 
Juee  V.  Mvggeridge  (b),  the  new  promise  was  specially  de- 
clared on. 

Per  Curiam  (c). — ^The  replication  does  not  support  the 
declaration,  the  consideration  for  the  promise  in  the  one  is 
goods  soldi  and  in  the  other,  moral  obligation.  If  the 
moral  obligation  stated  is  a  sufficient  consideration,  it 
should  have  been  stated  in  the  declaration.  Where  to  a  plea 
of  infancy  the  plaintiff  replies,  that  the  infant  affirmed  the 
contract  on  coming  of  age,  there  is  no  departure  from  the 
original  promise  declared  on,  which  might  or  might  not  be 
avoided.  But  in  this  case  the  original  promise  was  void, 
and  not  voidable. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  See  Tanner  v.  Smart,  9  D.  (c)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Lilile- 
&  E.  549.  dale,  Paiteton,  and  Williams  Js. 

(b)  5  Taunt.  36. 


Saiwday^  Evans  v.  Davies  and  Lucas. 

Jttiie2mi 

In  repIo?in,an  REPLEVIN  for  taking  certain  horses  of  the  plaintiff,  in 

fngUie'tiSLii^"  the  parish  of  Llanyre,  in  the  county  of  Radnor.    The  de- 
cattle  damage 

feasant  in  the  locus  in  quo,  as  the  soil  of  il.,  and  a  like  avowry  as  in  the  soil  of  B.,  are 
allowable  under  the  New  Rules,  H.  T.  4  WiU.  4. 
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clartlton  in  this  case  being  servedi  the  defendant  took  out  a 
suminons  to  plead  several  matters,  and  served  the  following 
abstract  of  the  avowries  to  be  pleaded  :-- 

Ist.  An  avowry  by  defendant  Davies,  and  a  cognizance 
by  jAuui$,  as  bailiff  of  defendant  Davies,  for  damage,  feasant 
in  the  locts  in  quo^  stating  that  one  Jame$  Watt  was  seised 
thereof  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  and  that  he  demised  it  to 
ZXmVf  as  tenant  from  year  to  year. 

find.  A  cognizance  by  both  defendants  as  bailiffs  to  the 
late  King  William  the  Fourth,  stating  that  the  said  king  was 
seised  of  the  locus  in  quo  in  fee,  in  right  of  his  Crown  of 
England. 

On  the  bearing  of  the  sunmions  before  a  learned  judge, 
his  lordship  was  of  opinion  that  the  second  cognizance  could 
not  be  allowed  within  the  rule  of  HiK  4  W.  4,  r.  5,  No.  ], 
and  be  was  of  opinion  the  defendant  ought  to  elect  on  which 
he  would  rely ;  bis  lordship^  however,  postponed  making  an 
order  till  an  application  could  be  made  to  this  Court, 
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Daviss 
and 
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Sir  J«  Campbell  A.G.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term(«), 
applied  to  the  Court  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  for  leave 
to  plead  both  cognizances.  This  action  is  brought  in 
order  to  try  the  title  to  certain  lands  purchased  of  the 
Crown  by  Mr.  Watt.  The  case  has  already  been  before 
the  Court  in  Doe  d.  Watt  v.  Morri$(b)»  and  in  order 
to  aseertaitt  whether  the  soil  in  the  wastes  of  the  manor 
passed  by  encroachment,  the  plaintiff's  cattle  were  dis* 
trained  damage  feasant;  but  the  above  decisions  render 
it  doubtful  whether  the  title  is  in  the  Crown  or  in  Mr. 
Watt.  It  is,  therefore,  proposed  to  avow  on  each  title, 
and  as  it  is  indispensible  to  avow  on  the  title  of  the  lord  of 
the  fee,  justice  cannot  be  done  unless  permission  be  granted. 
It  is  apparent  that  these  avowries  are  not  the  same,  they 
could  not  be  supported  by  the  same  evidence,  and  therefore 
tfa®  judge  could  not  make  an  amendment  at  nisi  prius,  so  as 

(a)  Mny  28,  before  Lord  D^n-      and  Coleridge  Js. 
man  C.  J^   UttkdaU,  Faiteson,         (b)  9Bing.  N.C.  189. 

H  H  2 
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to  substitute  one  title  for  another.  [The  Court  then  eaHed 
upon  JB.  V.  WiUiams,  contrd,  who  appeared  to  shew  cause 
in  the  first  instance.] 

E.  V.  WiUiams.'-The  words  of  the  New  Rule,  Hil.  4 
WUL  4f  T*  5,  expressly  prescribe  that  ''  several  |>leas  or 
avowries  shall  not  be  allowed,  unless  a  distinct  ground  of 
answer  or  defence  is  intended  to  be  established  in  respect 
of  each."  And  they  further  declare,  that  pleas,  avowries, 
''  and  cognisances  founded  on  one  and  the  same  principal 
matteri  but  varied  in  statement,  description,  or  circumstances 
only,  (and  pleas  in  bar  in  replevin  are  within  the  rule,)  are 
not  to  be  allowed."  These  rules  bring  back  the  law  to  what 
it  was  before  tlie  statute  of  Anne^  (4  8c  5  Anne,  c.  I6,s.  4,) 
unless  it  can  be  made  out  that  a  distinct  ground  of  answer  or 
defence  is  intended  to  be  established.  If  more  than  one 
avowry  is  sought  to  be  pleaded,  it  lies  upon  the  defendant  to 
shew  that  they  are  not  founded  on  the  same  principal  matter. 
The  principal  matter  relied  upon  in  the  first  avowry  is,  that 
the  cattle  were  damage  feasant  on  the  locus  in  quo,  and  that 
the  defendants  took  them  by  the  authority  of  the  OM'ner  of 
the  soil.  The  principal  matter  in  the  second  avowry  is  just 
the  same,  with  a  variation  in  the  statement  and  description 
of  the  owner.  This  is  not  like  the  case  where  one  avowry 
is  made  in  the  name  of  one  commoner,  and  another  in  the 
name  of  another  commoner,  for  there  two  distinct  and  co- 
existent rights  are  relied  upon;  whereas,  these  avowries  are 
inconsistent,  and  the  facts  stated  in  them  cannot  co-exist. 
If  Mr.  Watt  was  seised  in  fee,  then  the  king  was  not  so 
seised.  Mr.  IVatt  may  be  under  a  difiiculty  how  to  plead  his 
title,  but  the  principle  of  the  New  Rules  is  to  compel  him 
to  make  an  election.  The  instances  given  in  the  New  Rules 
shew  that  defences,  if  they  are  substantially  the  same,  though 
apparently  different,  cannot  be  pleaded  together;  thus 
solvit  ad  diem  and  solvit  post  diem  are  not  allowable,  and 
the  defendant  must  elect.  [Patteson  J.  The  present  case 
seems  nearer  the  example  given,  that  ''a  plea  of  an  agreement 
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to  accept  the  security  of  A.B.  in  discharge  of  the  plainliflf's 
demand,  and  of  an  agreement  to  accept  the  security  of  C«  D. 
for  the  like  purpose^  are  also  distinct  and  to  be  allowed."] 
There  the  agreements  are  different  and  might  co-exist,  but 
where  one  plea  is  an  agreement  to  accept  the  security  of  a 
third  party  in  discharge  of  the  plaintiff,  and  another  describes 
the  agreement  to  be  to  forbear  for  a  certain  time  in  con- 
sideration of  the  same  security,  they  are  not  distinct,  being 
only  variations  in  the  statement  of  one  and  the  same  agree- 
ment. The  test,  therefore,  whether  two  pleas  may  be  pleaded 
together,  is,  whether  they  can  co-exist  or  not.  It  is  not,  as 
ha2{  been  suggested,  whether  the  judge  at  nisi  prius  can 
amend,  and  the  inconvenience  alleged  from  the  judge  not 
having  that  power  can  have  no  weight.  For  suppose  a 
pleader  was  in  doubt  whether  to  declare  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  or  on  a  guarantee,  he  could  not  describe  the 
contract  in  both  ways,  but  would  be  put  to  his  election. 
Suppose  he  were  to  declare  as  oa  a  guarantee,  and  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  non  assumpsit,  it  is  true  that  the  judge 
might  amend  at  the  trial,  Hanbury  v.  Ella  (a),  if  the  case 
should  turn  out  to  amount  to  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  but 
if  the  defendant  were  to  plead  that  there  was  no  guarantee 
in  writing,  and  then  the  plaintiff  were  to  reply  that  there 
was,  setting  it  out,  whereupon  the  defendant  were  to  demur 
for  the  insufficiency  of  the  agreement  so  set  out,  and  judg- 
ment was  given  for  the  defendant,  the  power  of  amendment 
would  be  out  of  the  question.  In  Jenkins  v.  Treloarifl)^ 
the  declaration  contained  one  count  claiming  fees  in  the 
name  of  metage  on  coals  imported  into  Truro,  and  another 
count  claiming  the  same  fees  in  the  name  of  portage,  and  it 
was  contended  that  the  two  counts  ought  to  be  allowed,  as 
the  judge  at  nisi  prius  could  not  amend  a  port  duty  into  a 
metage;  but  the  Court  thought,  under  the  New  Rules  two 
such  counts  could  not  be  allowed.  So  in  Bastard  v. 
Smith  (r),  two  counts  describing  a  custom  in  different  ways 

(«)  1  A.  &  E.  61;  5.  C.  3  N.&         (c)  6  A,  &  E.  8«7;  5.  C.  1  N* 
M.  438.  &P.  242. 

(6)  1  M.  &  W.  16. 
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183d.        were  not  allowed^  and  Cholmonieley  v.  Payne  {a)  is  to  the 

^^^^^^^      same  effect.    [PaUe$on  J.    What  is  there  td  pretent  a  ser- 

^,  vant  from  havmg  authority  from  both  parties;  lAr.Wan 

^wld"       *"*y  8*^®  **"  **  authority  he  possesses,  atid  the  bailiff  may 

LrcAS.       also  have  authority  from  the  Crown.]    The  avowries  al- 

lege  seisin  in  fee  in  different  parties,  which  is  impossibk. 

[Pattern  J.    Your  argument  shews  that  you  cannot  plead 

soil  and  freehold  in  A.,  and  soil  and  freehold  in  B.,  but  I 

have  allowed  it  again  and  again,  and  so  hi  replevin  I  have 

allowed  avowries  for  rent  due  to  J.,  and  rent  due  to  A] 

Sir  /.  Campbell  A.  G.  (with  whom  was  R.  V.  Richards,) 
contrA,  cited  Leuckhart  v.  Cooper  (b),  but  the  Court  stopped 
him;  with  an  intimation  that  they  would  hear  him  on  the 
pointy  if;  on  communication  with  the  other  judges,  they 
thought  it  necessary. 

Cur.  adv.  tutt. 

Lord  DsNMAN  C.J.  on  this  day  said;  we  think  that  the 
two  avowries  and  cognizances  must  be  allowed  in  this  case. 

(a)  3  Bltig.  N.  C.  im.  {b)  3  Do^l.  P.  C.  415, 


Saiurdajf,  The  QtJBfiM  V.  GooiiBuaN. 

June  2nd, 
Qiitfrff,  where  JLHE  defendant,  in  March,  1837,  had  been  convicted 
dlTe^'ir^w^  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  that  he  the  said  tViU 
broker  for  in-  Ham  Goodburti,  on  the  l6th  of  February  last,  at  the  parish 
involve  a  frac-  ^^  ^^'»  ^^^^  ^"^  there  keeping  a  shop,  and  therein  using 
tional  part  of  and  exercising  the  trade  and  business  of  a  pawnbroker,  did 
he  entitled  to  then  and  there,  in  his  shop  there  situate,  unlawfully  demand, 
'^  Where"8ie  ^^^^^^^>  ®"^  ^^^^  ^f  *"^  ''^om  one  Daniel  Byrne,  (the  said 
sum  payable  to  a  pawnbroker  for  interest  on  a  loan  for  a  month,  at  the  rata  of  20  per 
cent,  would  be  three  farthings  and  one-fifth  of  a  farthing,  even  if  he  is  entitled  to  receive 
Id,  for  a  single  month,  on  aocount  of  the  necessity  of  the  case,  he  is  not  tbefefbrw,  on  a 
loan  for  a  longer  penod,  entitled  to  treat  the  contract  as  a  monthly  contract,  and  to  re- 
ceive at  the  rate  of  Id.  a  month  for  such  peiiddi  when  there  would  be  no  longer  any 
difficolty  io  paying  him  at  the  exact  rate  or  30  per  cent. 
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Daniel  Byrne  then   and  there   applying  and  offering  to        1888. 
redeem  and  redeeming  a  certain  pawn  and  pledge^  that  is  to    J^^^ 
say,  two  toble-cloths^)  the  sum  of  ll^d*  as  and  for  and  bjr  if. 

way  of  interest  and  profit,  over  and  above  the  principal  sum  ®*^*^*** 
of  4«.,  which  had  been  lent  and  lidvanced  bjr  the  said  TTt/- 
iUtm  Ooodbnm,  on  the  4tb  day  of  March,  }B36,  by  wtfy  of 
pawn  and  pledge  upon  the  said  two  table*clolhs }  the  said 
sum  of  Hid.  so  demanded,  received,  and  taken  as  afore* 
aaid,  being  a  greater  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  2ld.  greater 
than  he  the  said  William  Goodburn  was  then  and  there  eit* 
titled  to  8nd  ought  to  have  demanded,  received,  and  taken 
as  aforesaid,  and  being  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute 
in  that  case  mad^  and  provided ;  and  for  which  said  offence 
the  sHid  justice  adjudged  the  said  Trillium  Ooodburn  to  pay 
and  forfeit  the  sum  of  405.,  and  also  the  stttfi  of  55.  for  the 
costs  and  charges  of  prosecuting  him  to  conviction  for  the 
same. 

On  dpped  to  the  Middlesex  Sessions,  the  coitvictioil 
was  aflkmed,  and  a  rule  nisi  for  quashing  the  order  of  ses* 
sions  having  been  obtained  in  Michaelmas  term  Iilst, 

d.  Jones  how  shewed  cause.-'^The  Pawnbrokers'  Act 
the  59  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  ^*  i,  allows  |  J.  a  month  td  be 
taken  by  ^ay  of  interest  for  the  loatt  of  2«.  fk/.,  and  id.  tot 
a  loan  of  ds.  for  the  same  period,  that  is  at  the  rate  of  |<f« 
for  ]«.  3d.  The  loan  in  this  ease  was  of  an  intermediate 
sum,  namely,  4e.,  and  the  exact  interest  payable  on  it,  for 
one  month,  at  the  rate  above  mentioned,  M'ould  be  fd.  and 
the  fifth  of  a  farthing.  The  pawnbroker  could  not  tiike 
the  full  interest  due  to  him  for  one  month  only,  Without 
taking  something  more^  he  could  not  take  less  thun  1^. 
But  the  interest  in  this  caSe  wils  payable  for  eleven  months 
and  a  half,  and  the  ttecessity  for  taking  more  than  he  was 
entitled  to,  in  order  to  have  as  much,  no  longer  existed,  as 
the  sum  pajrable  to  him  for  interest,  according  to  the  legal 
rate  of  |c2.  and  the  fifth  of  a  farthing  for  a  month,  would  be 
Old.,  whereas  he  has  taken  1  ]  j^d,,  namely,  at  the  rate  of 
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1838.         1^.  a  month*    The  conviction,  therefore,  is  good  ;  he  was 

J^^y^^      entitled  by  s.  3,  to  interest  at  the  rate  of  4<2.  a  month  for 
The  QuB£M 

V.  205.J  and  he  has  taken  od. 

GooDBUftir. 

Sir  W.  W.  FolleU  and  Adolphus,  contra. — The  question 
is,  whether  the  interest  is  to  be  reckoned  from  month  to 
month,  or  on  the  entire  period.  The  language  of  the  act 
seems  to  contemplate  a  monthly  contract ;  and  if  the  con- 
tract be  by  the  month,  the  defendant  having  ex  necessitate 
a  right  to  Id.  for  the  first  month,  had  the  same  right  for 
each  succeeding  month,  and  I IJ^/.  would  be  payable  to  hioi 
at  the  end  of  eleven  months  and  a  half.  The  second  section 
allows  a  id.  to  be  uken,  where  2s.  6d.  has  been  lent,  **  for 
any  time  during  which  the  said  pledge  shall  remain  in  pawn^ 
not  exceeding  one  calendar  month ;"  so  that,  if  it  were  not 
for  the  5th  section,  which  allows  interest  to  be  taken  for  a 
part  of  the  month,  interest  would  be  payable  for  two 
months  on  a  pledge  kept  a  day  over  the  first  month.  By 
the  5th  section,  if  a  pledge  is  redeemed  seven  days  after 
the  first  month,  only  a  month's  interest  is  payable ;  if  less 
than  fourteen  days  after  it,  interest  for  a  month  and  a  half 
is  payable;  and  if  after  the  fourteen  days,  then  interest 
is  payable  for  two  whole  mouths.  Thus  it  will  seem  thai 
all  the  provisions  of  the  act  have  reference  to  a  month  as 
the  period  contracted  for.  [Jones.  The  19th  section  speaks 
of  a  year.]  It  does,  and  allows  three  **  months  "  further 
beyond  the  year  for  redemption.  The  pawnbroker  has  a 
right  to  his  full  profit  before  delivering  the  pledge,  and  he 
cannot  receive  his  full  profit  for  a  month  without  receiving 
something  more.  If  the  contract  is  by  the  month,  any 
facility  of  calcidation  or  of  payment  for  a  longer  period  is 
immaterial.  It  is  a  matter  of  contract,  not  of  calculation, 
and  may  be  likened  to  the  rests  in  a  mercantile  account 

Cur,  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Denmam  C.  J.,  on  the  following  Tuesday,  delivered 
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the  judgment  of  the  Court. — This  was  an  appeal  against  a 
conviction  of  defendant,  a  pawnbroker,  for  taking  interest 
at  a  higher  rate  than  4d*  on  20s.  for  a  month,  or  20  per 
cent  per  annum.  He  had,  in  fact,  taken  1 1  J^d.  on  45.  for 
eleven  months  and  odd  days,  which  is  about  2d.  more  than 
at  the  rate  aforesaid.  But  an  ingenious  argument  was 
raised  on  the  defendant's  behalf,  that  the  act  considers  the 
sum  lent  as  advanced  by  the  month ;  that  if  the  45.  had 
been  repaid  at  the  end  of  the  first  month,  the  20  per  cent, 
would  be  id.  and  one-fifth,  which  sum  defendant  could  not 
have  received,  as  there  are  no  fifths  of  a  farthing,  so  that  he 
must  have  either  received  a  penny,  or  lost  a  portion  of  his 
20  per  cent. ;  that  the  act  requires  a  similar  mode  of  paying 
for  every  succeeding  month;  that,  therefore,  l^f.  for  each 
month  must  have  been  paid;  and  that,  adding  all  these  for 
the  eleven  months  and  upwards,  the  amount  actually  re- 
ceived by  the  defendant  is  warranted  by  the  act. 

But  supposing  this  argument  to  be  valid,  if  the  loan  were 
repaid  while  the  interest  is  less  than  a  farthing,  from  the 
necessity  of  the  case,  inasmuch  as  it  must  otherwise  be  less 
than  20  per  cent,  (which  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to 
admit,  the  words  being  so  much  ''  and  no  more,")  still  as 
soon  as  that  period  arrived  when  the  interest  so  calculated 
amounted  to  a  current  coin,  that  necessity  is  at  an  end. 
Nothing  prescribes  that  rests  must  be  made  monthly,  the 
effect  of  which,  in  the  present  case,  would  entitle  the  pawn- 
broker  to  near  25  per  cent.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the 
sessions  did  right  in  affirming  the  conviction,  and  the  rule 
for  setting  it  aside  must  be  discharged. 
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Saiurdaif,  Q.  MAfeTiN  and  Wife  V.The  QUBBK. 

Jttfftf  2d, 

An  indictmenc  ErROR  on  a  judgment  at  the  last  Epiphany  ScssionB  for 

goods  by  false   the  parts  of  Kesteven^  in  the  county  of  Lincoln,  upon  an 

P';^^^"^^^'^^^  indictment,  which  sUted  that  G.  M.,  late  of  &c.,  and  EU- 

the  goods  be-   zabeth  his  wife,  contriving  and  intending  &c.  to  cheat  and 

it  do  no^^it '    defraud  one  W.  J«  Holt  of  his  goods  and  merchandiaes,  on 

will  not  be       Jcc,  unlawfully  did  falsely  pretend  to  one  G.  S*,  then  and 
cured  by  ver-      ,         .    .  .  ,         . ,  T»r    »    wt  .      t         t 

diet,  under  7    ^hera  bemg  an  apprentice  to  the  said  W»  /•  HoU,  that  the 

Geo.  4,  c.  64,  g^id  G.  M.  was  a  housekeeper  at  Little  Gonerby,  and  had 
Opened  a  shop  there,  and  wanted  to  purchase  candles  and 
starch  in  order  to  sell  the  same  again  by  retail,  whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact  the  said  G.  Af.  was  not  &c«  And  that 
the  said  G.  M.  and  Elizabeth  his  wife^  by  the  false  pre- 
tences aforesaid,  did  then  and  there  unlawfully  &c«  obtain 
from  the  said  W,  J.  Holt  divers  goods  and  chattelsi  to  wit, 
&c.,  with  intent  then  and  there  to  cheat  and  defraud  the 
said  Wm  jr.  HoU  of  the  same ;  concluding,  contrd  formam 
statuti.  The  plaintiffs  in  error  had  pleaded  not  guilty,  and 
been  convictedi    Joinder  in  error. 

Curwood  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  The  objection  to  the 
indictment  is,  that  it  does  not  state  to  whom  the  goods  in 
question  belonged ;  it  states  merely  that  goods  were  ob- 
tained by  false  pretences.  The  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  dB, 
on  which  this  indictment  is  framed,  enacts,  that  if  on  the  trial 
it  appear  that  the  goods  have  been  obtained  m  such  a  manner 
as  to  amount  to  larceny,  that  the  defendant  shall  not  be 
therefore  acquitted  of  the  misdemeanor ;  and  that  no  person 
tried  for  the  misdemeanor  shall  be  liable  to  be  prosecuted 
afterwards  for  larceny  upon  the  same  facts.  The  goods 
ought  to  have  been  laid  to  be  the  property  of  some  person, 
otherwise  it  would  be  impossible  to  plead  an  acquittal 
or  conviction  on  this  indictment  in  bar  to  a  prosecution 
for  larceny;  Reg.  v.  Norton  {a).     [Lord  Denman  C.  J* 

{a)  8  C,  &  p.  196. 
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Why  could  not  the  derenddnts  aver  that  the  goods  in  the  1838. 
two  indictments  were  the  same  ?]  Too  great  an  onus  would  ^T^^ 
be  thrown  on  the  priaoneri  if  he  had  also  to  prove  such  an  and  Wife 
averment ;  it  should  be  enough  for  him  to  produce  the  two  f^^^  qoebn. 
indictmentSj  and  the  prosecutor  would  then  have  to  prove 
that  the  offences  were  different.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
What  authority  is  there  for  saying  that  the  collation  of  the 
two  indictments  would  afford  primft  fucie  evidence  ?]  Rex 
v.  Parry  and  others  (a).  [PatUson  J.  Suppose  the  of- 
fences in  the  two  indictments  were  laid  on  different  days, 
the  prisoner  would  still  hiive  to  make  the  same  avermeut 
in  his  plea  of  autrefois  acquit ;  on  whom  would  the  onus  of 
proof  lie  t]  On  the  prosecutor,  after  the  indictment  had 
been  put  in^  because  time  is  imitiaterial.  It  is  true  that  the 
present  indictment  follows  the  language  of  the  statute^  and 
that  a  prior  statute^  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  £1,  enacts,  that 
where  the  offence  charged  has  been  created  by  any  statute, 
the  indictment,  after  verdict,  shall  be  held  sufficient  if  it 
follow  the  words  of  the  statute^  But  the  omission  in  this 
case  is  df  an  essentia!  particular,  lind  Is  not  helped  by  ver- 
dict. 

Archbold  for  the  ci-own.  The  indictment  in  the  present 
case  follows  the  words  of  the  statute.  \Littledale  J.  The 
statute  uses  the  general  word  "  goods,''  yet  surely  you  would 
have  to  specify  the  goods.]  It  is  the  ^Oth  section  of  7 
Geo,  4,  c.  64>  which  cures  technical  defects;  but  the  ^tst 
section  is  now  relied  upon,  which  relates  to  matters  of  sub* 
stance. '  [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  Would  an  indictment  for 
burglary  or  larceny  be  sufficient,  which  did  not  allege  io 
whom  the  dwelling-house  or  goods  belonged?]  Those  are 
common  law  offences,  but  any  offences  created  or  defined 
by  statute  may  be  alleged  in  the  indictment  according  to 
the  words  of  such  statute.  [LittUdale  J.  Under  sect.  2^ 
of  the  7  ft  8  Oeo.  4,  c.  iQ^  would  it  be  enough  to  allege  that 
defendant  destroyed  a  will^  without  saying  whose  will  ?]    In 

(a)  fC.hV.  836. 


Mahtiii 
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Rex  V.  McGregor  (a)  it  was  held,  that  an  indictment  on  39 

Geo,  S,  c.  Bo,  for  embezzling,  must  state  to  whom  the  pro- 

and  Wife      perty  belonged,  but  that  decision  was  before  the  statute 

i*u   X'  now  relied  upon  to  cure  this  omission.    The  omission  to 

rne  wvern.  '^  ^ 

state  whose  goods  the  defendants  have  obtained  by  fraud 
would  create  no  embarassment  to  them  in  pleading  autrefois 
acquit.  Hawkins  observes,  **  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  if 
the  nature  of  the  crime  be  in  substance  the  same,  a  variance 
may  generally  be  helped  by  proper  averments  (6)." 

Curwaod  in  reply.  The  distinction  taken  between  statut' 
able  and  common  law  offences  does  not  make  against  the 
prisoners,  for  the  offence  of  which  they  have  been  con- 
victed may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment  for  larceny, 
and  therefore  should  have  been  described  as  at  common 
law. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  this 
indictment  is  bad ;  it  is  quite  consistent  with  it  that  the 
goods  in  question  belonged  to  the  prisoners.  And  although 
'they  may  have  obtained  their  own  goods  under  such  cir* 
cumstances  as  to  constitute  the  offence  of  which  they  have 
been  convicted,  yet  prini&  facie  the  taking  of  a  party's  own 
goods  is  lawful,  and  the  circumstances  should  be  shewn 
which  make  it  otherwise.  Is  the  defect  then  cured  by  7 
Geo.  4,  c.  64|  s.  21,  which  provides,  that  '*  where  the  of- 
fence charged  has  been  created  by  any  statute,  or  subjected 
to  a  greater  degree  of  punishment  &c.,  the  indictment  or  in- 
formation shall  after  verdict  be  held  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
punishment  prescribed  by  the  statute,  if  it  describe  the  of- 
fence in  the  words  of  the  statute  V*  But  some  offence  must 
be  described,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  use  the  mere  words  of  the 
statute,  without  describing  any  offence  whatever.  It  is  a 
common  principle  of  law,  that  every  criminal  charge  shall  be 
made  with  convenient  precision  and  certainty.    In  this  case 

(a)  Rass.  &  Ry.  33<  (6)  P.  C.  book  2,  cb.  S5.    "  Of 

tho  plea  of  aatrefois  acquit.'' 
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not  ooly  18  ihe  offence  not  described  with  cotivenient  cer-        i838. 

tainty,  but  no  offence  is  described  at  all.    Several  offences      '^^^'^ 

are  provided  for  by  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29>  in  such  a  way     hq^  y^\(^ 

that  the  mere  words  of  the  statute  do  not  describe  any  ^   ^- 

The  Queen. 
offence  whatever.    Thus  sect.  22  makes  it  a  misdemeanor 

to  destroy  or  conceal  any  will ;  and  sect.  33  makes  it  an 

offence  to  kill  any  house  dove,  and  nothing  is  said  about  the 

ownership  of  such  will  or  bouse  dove,  although  of  course 

a  person  may  destroy  his  own  will  or  house  dove  at  pleasure. 

Such  general  language,  if  copied  in  an  indictment,  would 

be  insufficient,  and  we  must  not  construe  the  prior  statute 

of  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  21,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make 

that  an  offence  after  verdict  which  may  have  been  no  of'^ 

fence  at  all. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — I  have  no  doubt  that  after  judgment  by 
default  this  indictment  would  be  bad.  The  only  question 
is,  whether  it  is  cured  by  verdict  under  the  7  Geo.  4,  the 
offence  having  been  described  in  the  words  of  the  subse« 
queat  statute.  However  the  7  Geo.  4  may  cure  an  indict- 
ment of  this  kind,  so  far  as  the  description  of  the  offence 
itself  is  concerned,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  goods  which 
are  the  subject-matter  of  the  offence  must  be  described 
with  convenient  certainty,  as  at  common  law. 

Patteson  J. — I  entirely  agree  that  this  indictment  is  bad, 
and  that  it  is  not  cured  by  verdict.  It  is  true  that  the  section 
of  the  act  describing  this  offence  says,  if  "  any  person''  shall 
by  '*  any  false  pretences'*  obtain  *'  any  chattel"  8cc. ;  yet 
the  '^  any"  person  must  be  named,  the  '^  false  pretences" 
particularized,  and  so  must  the  ^'  chattel,"  by  stating  what  it 
was  and  to  whom  it  belonged;  it  is  not  enough  to  say 
generally,  that  a  chattel  was  obtained  with  intent  to  defraud 
a  person,  although  his  name  is  mentioned. 

Williams  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 
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Jum2wI*  "^^^^  Queen  v.  The  Marquw  of  Sausbubt. 
f '  ?'^°'^"®'  On  an  appeal  against  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  <rf 
resting  on  the  parish  of  Ware,  wherein  the  Marquis  of  SaHibury  was 
So* the?on  ^^^^  **  ^^^  ^^"^''  *"^  occupier  of  Ware  Bridge,  the  Hert^ 
one  end  of  fordshire  Quarter  Sessions  confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to 
the^rTsh'of  *•>«  opinion  of  this  Court  upon  the  following  case  :— 
A.,  and  the  Ware  Bridge^  the  property  rated,  is  situated  on  the  high- 
parish  uf  B.,  ^sy  of  the  great  north  road,  across  the  nat igable  rrrer 

in  which  pa-  i^g  connecting  the  town  of  Ware  with  a  street  partly  in 
rish  was  situ-  ,  „  ...  •  ■      «  ^  a 

ate  the  toll-     the  pansb  of  Ware,  and  partly  in  the  pansh  of  Great  Am- 

iblTfoiVr"^  well,  and  is  itself  in  the  several  parishes  of  Ware  and 
occupation  of  Great  AmwelK  It  is  a  wooden  and  very  ancient  atnictttre^ 
raUL  aithougli*  >'®*t'"8  "P°"  P*'®'  driven  into  the  soil  of  the  bottom  of  the 
the  road  over  river,  and  on  abutments  of  brick  work  on  the  bank  on 
repaired  by  either  side.  Attached  to  the  bridge,  and  resting  on  piles 
a 'vfh^"*  driven  also  into  the  bed  of  the  river,  is  a  stand  or  house 
tolls  traverse  used  by  the  person  who  collects  the  tolls  hereinafter 
wer*lSt  a  described.  Such  stand  or  house  is  in  the  parish  of  Great 
yearly  rent,  Amwell.  The  occasional  repairs  necessary  to  the  wood* 
deed  >-I!eld,  ^0^1^  &nd  frame  of  the  bridge  have,  during  the  last  twenty 
that  no  inter-  years,  been  executed  by  the  orders  and  at  the  costs  of  the 
and  that  the     present  Marquis  of  Salisbttty  and  his  father,  the  late  Mar* 

owner  of  the     quig ;  amonirst  which  have  been  excavations  of  the  soil  in 

bridge  was        n       »  o 

rateable  in  the  bed  and  banks  of  the  river,  for  the  purpose  of  driving 
l^'neficial  o(>  P''®'  ""^  strengthening  the  abutments  and  land-ties.  The 
cupation  planking  of  the  carriage-way  has  in  the  same  manner  been 

3.  Where     repaired  by  the  order  of  the  Marquis  of  SaUshtry  and  bis 

the  crown 

granted  to  S,  the  castle  and  honor  of  H.,  and  "  all  that  toll  and  all  those  tolls  called 
'  traverse,'  to  be  taken  in  manner  accustomed,  i.  e.  of  all  saleable  things  passing  through 
the  town  of  H.  and  also  throu^  the  towns  of  Ware,  B.,  T.,  mad  elsewbere,  in  divtrs 
places  in  the  same  county;*'  and  it  appeared  that  a  toll  had  always  been  taken  at  Ware 
Bridge,  and  that  in  various  ancient  documents  it  had  been  described  as  th^  traverse 
and  the  toll  traverse  of  the  bridge  of  W.,  and  that  &  and  his  aocestons,  ibr  twenty  yean 
past,  had  repaired  the  bridge: — Held,  that  the  burden  was  cast  upon  S.  to  shew  that 
the  toll  was  a  toll  thorough,  and  not  traverse,  although  tlie  bridge  was  a  public  high- 
way ;  and  that  the  sessions,  in  the  al>scnce  of  any  siich  evidence,  wera  warranted  in 
inferring  that  it  was  a  toll  traverse. 
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late  father ;  but  the  road  itaelf  has  never  been  repaired  by        ^838. 
either  of  them.    The  tolls  before  mentioned  are  regulated      ^"^v^ 
according  to  a  fixed  scale  set  out  in  the  deeds  relating  to        ^  ^^ 
Ihem,  hereafter  mentioned.    They  are  collected  by  Jiimes    Msrquit  of 
Kent  (who  resides  in  the  toll  house)  on  behalf  of  JRobert 
Ever€ii,  who,  by  a  parol  agreement  with  the  Marquis  of 
Satisbury,  has  contracted  for  the  receipt  of  these  and  cer- 
tain other  tolls  for  one  year,  from  1st  April,  1835,  at  the 
rent  of  S6l/.;  one-twelfth  part  of  which  was  paid  at  the 
time  of  the  contract,  and  the  residue  of  that  sum  was  se- 
cured to  be  paid  to  the  said  Marquis  of  Salisbury ^  by  equal 
monthly  instalments  of  IQ/.  1 8i.  9d^,  by  a  warrant  of  attorney 
duly  executed  by  the  said  Robert  Everett  and  two  sureties; 
but  no  grant  or  demise  of  the  tolls  had  been  made  or  ex- 
ecuted to  Robert  Everett.    Lord  Salisbury  is  entitled  to 
the  tolls  under  a  grant  of  6  Car.  1.     They  are  of  very 
ancient  origin,  and  the  following  evidence  of  their  nature 
was  produced  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 

!•   17  Edw.  S;")  An  inquisition,  taken  at  8cc«,  before  the 
Hertford.  3     escheator,  on  &c.,  upon  the  oath  of 
&c.,  who  say  that  Aymore  de  Vaknce,  late  Earl  of  Pemr 
broke,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee,  on  the  day  of 
his  decease,  of  the  castle  and  town  of  Hertford,  with  ap- 
pnrtenances,  in  the  county  of  Hertford.    [The  inquisition, 
after  stating  certain  rents  &c.,  proceeded  as  follows :]  Also 
they  say  that  the  tolls  of  the  market  and  the  traverse  within 
the  borough  of  Hertford,  together  with  the  tolls  of  the 
fair  there,  is  worth  by  the  year  305.  by  estimation.    Also 
the  traverse  at  the  bridge  of  Ware  and  at  the  bridge  of 
Thele,  pertaining  to  the  said  borough  of  Hertford,  with 
the  flow  of  the  water  from  the  town  of  Waltham  Cross  as 
far  as  to  the  town  of  Hertford,  is  worth  by  the  year  8/. 
Also  they  say  that  the  traverse  of  Hatfield,  pertaining  to 
the  said  borough,  is  worth  by  the  year  205.    And  they  say 
the  aforesaid  Earl  held  the  aforesaid  castle  and  town  of 
Hertford,  with  the  manors  of  Essenden  and  Bayford  per- 
taining, and  other  their  appurtenances,  of  the  gift  of  the 
now  lord  the  king,  by  what  service  they  know  not. 
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2.  E  registro  Duc«  Lanc.'>l'o  the  tenants  of  Hertford, 
temp.  Hen.  5,  foL  xlix.  3  Henry  Bic,  to  all  to  whom 
8cc«  greeting.  Know  ye  that  we,  considering  the  poverty 
of  our  tenants  of  our  town  of  Hertford  and  others  dwelling 
in  the  same  town,  of  our  especial  grace  have  pardoned  and 
released  unto  our  said  tenants  and  the  other  inhabitants  all 
manner  of  toll  to  us  pertaining  of  and  for  all  kinds  of  mer* 
chandise  which  shall  be  bought  at  the  fairs,  markets^  &c.  in 
the  town  aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  ten  'years  next  to  come» 
saving  always  as  to  the  custom  to  us  due  of  and  for  all 
kinds  of  merchandise  which  shall  pass  over  the  water  of 
Lea  by  the  town  above  said,  in  the  same  manner  as  we 
have  at  the  bridge  of  Ware. 


3.  The  counties  of  1  The  accounts  of  all  and  singular 

Hertford,  Mid->     the  Ministers  of  the  King's  Ma- 

diesex,  Surrey.  3     jesty  then  accountable,  from  the 

feast  of  St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  in  the  35th  Hen.  8, 

unto  the  same  feast  in  the  S6th  year  of  his  said  majesty's 

reign,  (that  is  to  say)  for  one  whole  year,  as  follows :  — 


The  Farm  of  the  Toll  or  Pas-)  For  27/.  lately  received 
sage  of  the  Bridge  of  Ware. )  from  the  issues  of  the 
toll  traverse  of  the  bridge  of  Ware,  so  lately  approved  by 
the  collector  of  customs  and  tolls  daily,  weekly  and  quar- 
terly, he  does  not  answer  here,  because  the  profit  thereof  is 
demised  unto  William  Graver  by  indenture,  and  is  charged 
below  under  the  sum  of  34/«,  as  parcel  of  his  farm.  Nei- 
ther does  he  answer  for  3/.  from  the  issues  of  the  toll  of 
the  bridge  of  Stanstead,  otherwise  called  Thele,  for  the 
same  cause.  Neither  does  he  answer  for  4/.,  lately  received 
from  the  issues  of  the  toll  of  the  bridge  of  Hertford,  with 
the  farm  of  the  fishery  of  the  demesne  water;  but  he  does 
answer  for  34/.  from  the  farm  of  the  toll,  otherwise  called 
the  traverse  and  custom,  of  the  castle  and  honor  of  Hert- 
ford, parcel  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  to  be  taken  in  the 
accustomed  manner,  (that  is  to  say)  of  and  for  all  things 
vending,  passing,  as  well  by  the  town  of  Hertford  as  by  the 
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town   of  Warcj  Bishop's  Hatfield,  Stanstead,  otherwise         i838. 
Thele,  or  elsewhere,  in   divers   places  in   the   county  of    J^'^Y^^ 

VT         ^       .         rrv  ^   .,  ,  .  r     ,         !•«.  TlieQuBEN 

Hertford.     [Here  followed  an  enumeration  of  the  different  v. 

tolls.!  Marquis  of 

-*  Salisbury. 

Duchy  of  Lancaster. 

4.  E.  bund.  Certificates  and  Depositions,  S3  Eliz. — 
A  commission  to-  divers  oflScers  of  the  Duchy  Court  of 
Lancaster,  indorsed  /'  A  commission  to  inquire  of  toll  over 
Ware  Bridge,  8cc.,  in  the  countie  of  Hertford,  (33  Eliz.y* 
reciting  that  by  reason  of  the  number  of  barges  upon  the 
river  Lea,  lately  made  navigable  by  act  of  parliament,  the 
carriages  of  which  were  of  late  made  by  carts  and  on 
horses*  backs  over  the  bridges  of  Ware  or  Hertford,  and 
Stansteady  which  paid  toll  at  the  said  bridges,  the  tolls 
were  greatly  decaied;  and  it  required  the  commissioners  to 
ascertain  the  truth  of  the  premises,  and  whether  any  toll 
was  due  in  respect  of  the  barges. 

5.  The  return  to  the  above  commission  stated  that 
**  the  towle  of  the  said  bridges  is  decaied  within  these 
tenne  yeres  past,  to  the  yerely  value  of  l6/.  at  least,  by  rea- 
son of  the  number  of  barges  greatly  increasing  on  the  river 
of  Lee,  to  which  ryver  there  now  belongeth  above  thirty 
barges;  which,  one  weeke  with  another,  do  carry  above 
1000  quarters  of  come,  and  that  her  majestic  never  had 
any  towle,  rent  or  dutie,  paid  by  any  bargeman  for  or  in 
respect  of  any  carriage  by  water.  Moreover,  wee  do  fiude 
by  divers  circumstances  and  due  examinacion,  that  the 
towle  of  the  said  three  bridges  is  not  now  worth  to  be 
letten  to  any  tennant  or  farmer  whatsoever  above  40  marks 
by  the  yere." 

6.  1  Car.  1  to  fi  Car,  I .     The  accounts  of  the  Ministers 
of  the  lord  the  King  of  his  Duchy  of  Lancaster: — 

The  Farm  of  the  Toll  )  And  he  answers  for  16/.  from  the 
of  the  Bridges.      3    f^^''^  ^^  ^^^  t^"  travers  and  cus- 
toms of  the  lordship,  castle  and  honor  of  Hertford,  of  all 
things  for  sale  passing  over  the  briJges  of  Hertford,  Ware, 

VOL.  111.  1  I 
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Hatfield,  Stansfield,  and  elsewhere,  in  divers  places  iu  the 
countie  of  Hertford,  so  demised  unto  Nathaniel  West  for  a 
term  of  years,  &c.  &c. 

7*  Similar  Ministers'  accounts  for  the  6  and  7  Car,  \, 
were  put  in,  wherein  William,  Earl  of  Salisbury,  answers 
them  for  49/-  2^.  5d.  from  the  fee  farms  granted  to  the 
aforesaid  earl  by  letters-patent  of  his  said  majesty. 

8.  Letters-patent,  dated  the  6th  Car.  \,  which,  after  re- 
citing an  indenture  of  17  Joe.  I,  made  between  the  said 
James  1,  of  the  one  part,  and  Sir  Henry  Hobart,  Bart.,  and 
others,  of  the  other  part,  whereby  the  said  James  did,  of 
his  special  grace,  certain  knowledge  and  mere  motion,  and 
at  the  request  and  nomination  of  his  then  present  majesty 
King  Charles,  being  then  Prince  of  Wales,  &c.  &c.,  and  for 
bis  sole  use  and  benefit,  lease,  grant,  and  to  farm  let  to  the 
said  Sir  Henry  Hobart  and  others,  all  those  the  honor, 
castle,  lordship,  manor,  town,  grange,  farms,  rents,  revenues, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  of  Hertford,  whether 
called  Hertford,  or  lying,  growing  and  being  in  Hertford, 
with  their  rights,  members  and  appurtenances,  in  the  said 
county  of  Hertford,  being  part  of  the  lands  belonging  to 
the  ancient  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  for  the  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years ;  and  that  the  said  lessees,  by  an  indenture  of 
20th  September,  3  Car.  \,  by  his  said  majesty's  licence, 
did  assign  to  C.  Righly  and  J.  Southworth  all  that  the 
castle  and  manor  of  Hertford,  with  all  their  rights,  mem* 
bers  and  appurtenances,  and  all  that  fishery,  &c.,  and  all 
that  meadow,  8ic.,  and  all  those  tolls,  otherwise  called  tra- 
verse and  customs,  of  the  lordship,  castle,  and  manor  of 
Hertford,  parcel  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster,  to  be  taken 
and  received  as  theretofore  had  been  accustomed,  that  is  to 
say,  (specifying  the  tolls,)  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term 
of  ninety-nine  years ;  it  was,  by  these  now  recited  letters- 
patent,  made  known  that  his  said  majesty  did  confirm 
this  last-mentioned  indenture,  and  in  consideration  of 
292/.  165.  ^d.,  paid  by  William,  Earl  of  Salisbury,  did 
grant  to  the  said  Earl,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  his 
majesty's  reversion  of  the  aforesaid  manor  and  castle  of 
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Hertford ;  [then  followed  an  enumeration  of  the  parcels ;] 

*^  and  also  all  that  toll  and  all  those  tolls,  called  traverse    _.    ^ 

The  Queen 
and  customs  of  the  lordship  and  honor  of  Hertford,  in  the  xf. 

said  county  of  Hertford,  to  be  taken  in  manner  accustomed,     Marquis  of 
•^  '  '     Salisbury. 

(that  is  to  say)  of  all  saleable  things  passing  through  the 
town  of  Hertford,  and  also  through  the  towns  of  Ware, 
Bishop's  Hatfield,  Thele,  otherwise  Therle,  Belbar,  and 
elsewhere,  in  divers  places  in  the  said  county,  (that  is  to 
say)  for  every  cart  carrying  or  laden  with  wool,  flax,  corn, 
leather,  wine,  or  other  wares  and  saleable  things,  passing 
over  the  bridges  aforesaid  or  elsewhere,  in  divers  places 
above  mentioned,  two  pence ;  for  every  horse  carrying  sale- 
able things,  whose  pack  is  tied  under  the  horse's  belly,  one 
penny,  and  if  the  load  be  not  tied,  one  halfpenny,  except  a 
horse  carrying  corn,  for  which  is  to  be  taken,  to  wit,  one 
farthing :  and  also  for  every  man  carrying  wares  or  saleable 
things  on  his  back,  whose  pack  exceeds  the  value  of  four 
pence  sterling,  passing  over  the  bridges  aforesaid,  or  else- 
where as  aforesaid,  one  farthing :  Then  or  there  late  in  the 
tenure  or  occupation  of  Nathatuel  Wesion,  gentleman,  or 
bis  assigns,  as  by  the  particular  thereof  mentioned  to  be 
the  yearly  rent  or  value  of  l6/." 

The  castle  of  Hertford  belongs  to  the  present  Marquis 
of  Salisbury,  It  is  the  practice  to  charge  all  waggons  and 
carts,  laden  with  merchandize,  passing  over  the  bridge, 
with  the  toll ;  but  if  they  pass  through  the  town,  and  not 
over  the  bridge,  no  toll  is  demanded. 

Thesiger,  DotoUng  and  Calveri,  in  support  of  the  order  First  point: 
of  sessions  (a).     I.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  bridge,  ^  *'"^&5» 
having  its  foundation  fixed  in  the  soil,  is  a  rateable  tene-  foundation  in 
ment:  Rex  v.  Londonthorpe  {b\  Rex  v.  Otley,  Suffolk  (c).  J®^S." 
In  those   cases  a  wooden   windmill,  resting  on,   but  not 
fixed  in,  a  brick  foundation,  was  held  not  rateable,  because 
not  affixed  or  annexed  to  the  soil. 

(o)  Jan.  17,  before  Lord  Den-  (6)  6  T.  R.  377. 

man  C.  J.,  Littledale,    William,  (r)   1  B.  &  Ad.  161. 

and  Coleridge,  Js. 

1   1  2 
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1638.  II.  The  receipt  of  tolls  by  Lord  Salisbury  not  being  for 

r^^^C^      the  exercise  of  any  public  duty,  as  in  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants 

V.  of  Liverpool  {a),  but  for  his  private  benefit,  clearly  makes 

Salisbury     '^'"*  rateable  as  a  beneficial  occupier;  Rex  v.  The  Beverley 

Se     d     •  f  ^^*  I'ighl  Company  {b).     In  the  words  of  Lord  Ellenbo- 

The  receipt  of  rough  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Terrott  (c),  he  has  a  beneficial  occu* 

Is  a  b^eficbd  Potion  or  emolument  resulting  from  the  tolls  in  a  personal 

occupatioD.       and  private  respect. 

Third  point:  H^-  The  main  question  is,  whether  Lord  Salisbury  is 
Ix)rd  5.  seised  owner  of  the  bridge,  or  of  the  tolls  only ;  for  it  is  conceded 
Bridge.  that  tolls  per  se  are  not  rateable.     But  the  tolls  are  evi- 

dently a  toll  traverse,  which  ex  vi  termini  implies  an  owner- 
ship in  the  soil  {d).  They  are  described  as  a  "  toll  traverse" 
throughout  all  the  documentary  evidence.  The  inquisition 
on  the  death  of  Aymar  de  Faience  calls  them  "  the  traverse 
at  the  bridge  of  Ware.''  The  ministers*  accounts,  35 
Heti.  8,  and  of  2  Car.  \,  call  them  expressly  "toll  tra- 
verse:" and  in  the  letters-patent  of  2  Car,  2,  reciting  the 
grant  of  the  honor  and  castle  of  Hertford  by  Jac.  1,  they 
are  described  as  "all  those  tolls  called  traverse."  The 
grant  of  Jac.  I,  being  "  ex  cert&  scienti^  et  mero  motu,"  is 
to  be  taken  more  strongly  against  the  crown,  and  beneficially 
for  the  subject;  Com.  Dig.  Grant  (G  12);  and  this  can 
only  be  effected  by  construing  the  tolls  to  be  traverse,  and 
not  a  thorough  toll.  If  then  the  toll  be  toll  traverse,  the 
bridge  must  be  vested  in  Lord  Salisbuiy^  and  not  the  tolls 
only,  for  toll  traverse  accrues  by  reason  of  the  ownership  of 
the  soil.  Many  circumstances  shew  that  the  bridge  is  so 
vested.  The  words  of  the  letters-patent  of  Car.  1  are  suf- 
ficient to  pass  the  bridge ;  for  although  the  bridge  eo  nomine 
is  not  conveyed,  yet  there  is  a  special  grant  of  the  only 
source  of  profit  accruing  from  the  bridge,  viz.  the  toll  tra- 
verse. The  repairs  done  for  the  last  twenty  years  shew  acts 
of  ownership  that  would  be  sufiicient  evidence  to  maintain 

(a)  7  B.  &  C.  61 ;  5.  C.  9  D.  &  (c)  3  East,  506. 

It  780.  {d)  See  20  Vin.  Abr.  Toll. 

<^)  1  N.  &  P.  646. 
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trespass.   If  the  repairs  were  done  by  the  lords  of  Salisbury 

merely  as  owners  of  the  toll,  the  onus  is  on  them  to  shew    ^     ^ 
i_       /  T^  r    .    •  .  ^  .  ^®  Queen 

that  fact.     Even  if  their  possession  were  a  wrongful  one,  v. 

still,  having  endured  for  twenty  years,  it  would  be  sufficient    s^^isBuaT 
until  it  were  determined,  and  even  against  the  Crown,  un- 
less a  writ  of  intrusion  were  brought. 

IV.   As  to  the  interest  in  the  tolls  not  being  in  Lord  Fourth  point 
Salisbury,  it  is  clear  that  he  could  pass  no  interest  in  them  loUa^clm^pass* 
to  the  lessee  by  parol ;  Bird  v.  Higgimon{a),  Gardiner  v.  by  parol. 
Williamson  (ft).     Rex  v.  Snowdon  (c)  was  cited  at  the  ses- 
sions to  shew  that  Lord  Salisbury  was  not  rateable ;  but 
that  case  is  beside  the  question. 

Lastly,  it  is  clear  that  Lord  Salisbury  may  be  rated  with-  xhe  owner  of 

out  being  an  inhabitant ;  Rex  v.  Barnes  (d).  rateable  pro- 

°  '  perty  may  be 

rated  without 

Plait  and  E.  F,  Moore,  contrd.  The  case  does  not  find  ^l^^  ^°***- 
that  Lord  Salisbury  is  the  occupier  of  the  bridge :  if  any 
one  is  the  occupier,  it  is  Everett,  An  interest  in  a  house  Fourth  point, 
may  pass  by  parol ;  and  the  toll-house  was  in  fact  occupied 
by  him.  The  tolls  are  called  a  **  toll  traverse,"  but  they  are  Third  point. 
in  fact  a  toll  thorough,  to  be  taken  of  all  persons  passing 
through  the  town  of  Hertford.  In  the  words  of  the  original 
grant,  it  is  payable  by  all  **  transeilntibus  per  villam  de 
Hertford,  Ware/'  &c. ;  and  the  number  of  places  specified 
shew  that  it  was  toll  from  travellers  on  the  public  highway 
that  was  intended.  The  words  '' trans versum  pontis  de 
Ware,'*  which  is  the  mode  of  describing  the  toll  in  the 
ancient  grants,  as  appears  by  an  inquisition  of  5  Edw.3,  set 
out  in  Chauticy's  Hertfordshire,  238,  do  not  mean  toll  tra- 
verse, as  now  used,  but  a  toll  for  passage  only.  Tomline's 
Law  Diet,  defines  traversum,  a  ferry.  There  is  no  ground 
therefore  for  contending  that  this  toll  is  a  toll  traverse.  If 
Charles  1st  had  intended  to  grant  Ware  Bridge,  he  would 
have  expressed  it  in  terms ;  and  the  grant  must  be  construed 

(a)  4  N.  &  M.  505.  (c)  1  N.  &  M.  459;  S.  C.  4  B. 

(6)  2  B  &  Ad.  336.  &  Ad.  713. 

{d)  1  B.  &  Ad.  113. 
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in  favour  of  the  Crown ;   2  Comm,  347.    The  distinction 

_?[^Y'^^       between  toll  thorough  and  toll  traverse  is  comparatively 

V.  modem,  and  was  first  taken  in  22  jIss,  58,  which  was  cited 

^Ausbvnr.    *"  ^^^^^  ^'  Shepherd  (a),  and  overruled  as  to  the  point  that 

toll  thorough  cannot  be  claimed  by  prescription. 

It  is  found  that  this  bridge  is  a  highway.  Therefore 
even  if  originally  the  toll  was  toll  traverse,  it  would  become 
toll  thorough,  when  the  bridge  became  a  highway;  Com. 
Dig.  Toll,  (D  a),  lb.  (C).  The  toll  taken  by  Lord  Salisbury 
is  a  sort  of  pontage ;  Jehu  fVebb^s  case  (£) ;  and  the  repairs 
done  by  him  are  a  good  consideration  for  it.  Nothing  but 
the  tolls  passed  under  the  grant  to  Lord  Salisbury;  for  the 
bridge  being  land,  could  not  pass  as  appurtenant  to  laud. 
Rex  v.  Snowdon  (c)  therefore  is  distinctly  in  point,  for  that 
case  shews  that  tolls  are  not  rateable  at  all,  even  though 
there  be  a  toll-house;  for  the  toll-house  may  be  pulled 
down,  and  still  the  tolls  would  be  payable.  Brett  v. 
Beaks  (d)  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  repair  of  Ware 
Bridge  is  a  good  consideration  for  toll  thorough  at  that 
place.  The  origin  of  the  right  to  take  tolls,  which  probably 
existed  before  the  Conquest,  appears  to  have  arisen  from  its 
being  considered  a  feudal  incident  to  laud.  Thus  Sir  H. 
Ellis  defines  it  as  ''  the  customary  dues  or  rents  paid  to  the 
lord  of  a  manor  for  his  profits  of  the  fair  or  market,  as  well 
as  a  tribute  or  custom  for  passage'^e),  citing  Bract.  2,  c.24, 
s.  3.  If  this  be  the  correct  view,  it  is  easy  to  conceive  how 
the  tolls  might  be  granted  without  the  land ;  and  as  Lord 
Salisbury  maintains  the  bridge,  they  are  supportable  as  a 
toll  thorough. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court: — 

^«)  Cro.  Eliz.  riO;  S.C.  Moor.  (c)  1  N.  &  M.  459;  S.  C.  4  B. 

674,  reported  differeDtly.    See  per  &  Ad.  713. 

Lord  TenUrdenCJ.  in  Brett  v.  (d)  Moo.  &  Malk.  4S6;  10  B. 

Beaks,  10  B.  &  C.  51 1.  &  C.  508. 

(6)  8  Rep.  46  n.  (e)  1  Introd.  to  Domesday,  356. 
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This  is  an  appeal  against  a  poor-rate,  to  which  Lord        1838. 
Salisbury  is  assessed  as  the  occupier  of  land  in  the  parish      ^*Y^^ 
of  Ware,  and  the  land  so  occupied  is  described  in  the  rate  v. 

as  Ware  Bridge.  It  appears,  from  the  facts  stated,  that  ^^'^^^ry. 
Ware  Bridge  is  partly  in  the  parish  of  Ware,  and  partly  in 
that  of  Great  Amwell.  It  is  a  wooden  structure,  resting  on 
piles  driven  into  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  on  abutments  of 
brick  work  on  the  banks.  Attached  to  the  bridge,  and  rest- 
ing on  piles  driven  into  the  bed  of  the  river,  but  in  the  pa- 
rish of  Great  Amwell,  is  a  stand  or  house  occupied  by  the 
person  who  collects  the  bridge  tolls.  The  repairs  of  the 
bridge  for  the  last  twenty  years  have  been  done  by  the  late 
and  present  Marquis ;  and  in  doing  them,  excavations  have 
been  made  in  the  soil  of  the  bed  and  banks  of  the  river  for 
the  purpose  of  driving  piles,  and  strengthening  the  abut- 
ments and  land-ties.  The  planking  of  the  carriage-way  has 
been  in  the  same  manner  repaired  by  them  from  time  to 
time,  but  not  the  road  itself  upon  the  bridge.  The  Mar- 
quis is  the  grantee  from  the  Crown,  in  right  of  the  Duchy  of 
Lancaster,  of  the  bridge  tolls,  in  the  manner  more  particu- 
larly described  hereafter.  Upon  these  facts,  if  there  were 
nothing  more  in  the  case,  there  would  be  clearly  quite 
enough  to  warrant  the  sessions  in  finding  that  there  was  an 
occupation  of  land  in  the  parish  of  Ware  by  the  Marquis, 
and  an  occupation  beneficial  in  respect  of  the  tolls.  The 
actual  perception  of  the  tolls  in  the  parish  of  Great  Amwell 
alone  would  be  immaterial,  because  the  land  in  Ware  would 
appear  to  contribute  towards  the  earning  them;  and  the 
case  would  seem  to  be  almost  identical  with  that  of  Rex  v. 
Barnes  (a) :  the  difference  that  a  road-way  was  placed  upon 
the  planking  of  the  bridge  and  kept  in  repair  by  others  than 
the  Marquis,  whereas  in  the  case  cited,  the  Bridge  Com- 
pany made  and  repaired  the  carriage-way  as  well  as  the 
bridge,  could  not  be  considered  material,  because  it  would 
not  rebut  the  presumption  of  ownership  and  occupation  of 
the  bridge  itself  and  the  land  on  which  it  stands,  arising 

(a)  1  6.&Acl.  113. 
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from  the  fiicts  before  stated.  Two  circumstances  however 
were  relied  on  to  relieve  the  Marquis  from  the  present  as* 
sessment;  the  firsts  that  by  reason  of  a  demise  another  person 
was  the  occupier;  the  second,  that  the  nature  of  the  toll  itself, 
and  the  title  under  which  the  Marquis  held  it,  when  examined 
into,  shewed  conclusively  that  he  was  not  the  owner  of  the 
bridge  or  land  on  which  it  stands,  but  that  he  had  repaired 
the  bridge  only  in  respect  of  the  tolls,  granted  to  him.  With 
regard  to  the  former,  the  case  states  the  tolls  to  be  collected 
by  J.  KetU,  who  resides  in  the  toll-house,  on  behalf  of 
Everett f  and  that  Everett  receives  them  under  a  parol  agree- 
ment with  the  Marquis  for  one  year,  at  a  yearly  rent  or  sum 
to  be  paid  by  monthly  instalments,  secured  by  a  warrant  of 
attorney ;  and  that  the  Marquis  has  executed  no  grant  or 
demise  of  the  tolls.  Assuming  then  that  the  tolls  are 
claimable  in  respect  of  the  ownership  of  the  land,  there  is 
no  evidence  here  that  the  land  eo  nomine  is  professed  to  be 
demised  at  all ;  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  at  this  moment 
the  Marquis  is  not  in  the  possession  of  the  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  doing  the  repairs,  indeed  for  every  purpose  con- 
sistent with  the  bare  collection  of  the  tolls  by  Everett^  at 
the  toll-house.  On  the  other  hand,  though  there  is  an 
agreement  for  a  demise  of  the  tolls  eo  nomine,  yet,  as  by  their 
nature  they  can  only  pass  by  deed,  no  interest  at  law  has 
passed  out  of  the  Marquis,  who  must  therefore  be  still  con- 
sidered in  possession  of  them ;  his  intended  tenant  being  in 
truth  only  his  bailiff  for  the  collection  of  them. 

We  pass  to  the  consideration  of  the  remaining  point  of 
the  case.  The  question  intended  here  to  be  raised  is, 
whether  the  toll  claimed  by  the  Marquis  be  tolUtraverse» 
or  toll-thorough;  in  the  former  case,  it  would  imply  the 
ownership  of  the  land^  and  then  the  repairs  before  men- 
tioned would  still  be  referable,  as  before  they  appeared  to 
be  to  the  ownership  of  the  bridge  and  land ;  in  the  latter, 
no  such  inference  would  arise,  and  the  repairs  of  the  bridge 
would  be  explainable,  as  done  in  respect  only  of  the  toll, 
and  as  the  necessary  consideration  to  render  the  grant  of  it 
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valid.  The  sessions  have  not  found  all  the  facts  from  which         i838. 

we  might  draw  the  leeal  inference,  but,  in  addition  to  some    J^^^^^^^ 
J    .  ...  ...,,.  •        The  QuBJBW 

racts  stated,  have  supplied  us  with  a  considerable  portion  «. 

of  documentary  evidence.     This  is  not  the  proper  mode  of    Marquis  of 
submitting  a  case  for  our  consideration,  and  it  must  not  be 
assumed,  because  we  enter  into  the  examination  of  these 
documents,  that  we  will,  upon  all  occasions,  inquire  into 
matters  of  fact  properly  cognizable  by  the  sessions  only. 

From  the  documentary  evidence  it  appears  that  the  Marquis 
derives  title  to  this  toll  under  a  grant  from  the  Crown  of  the 
reversion  expectant  on  a  lease,  of  the  honor,  castle,  lordship, 
manor,  town,  &c.  of  Hertford.  Among  the  parcels  of  the 
grant  specially  set  forth,  are  these, "  all  that  toll  and  all  those 
tolls  called  Traverse,  and  customs  of  the  lordship  and  honor 
of  Hertford,  in  the  said  county  of  Hertford,  to  be  taken  in 
manner  accustomed ;  that  is  to  say,  of  all  saleable  things 
passing  through  the  town  of  Hertford,  and  also  through  the 
town  of  Ware,  Bishop's  Hatfield,  Thele  otherwise  Therle, 
Belbar,  and  elsewhere  in  diverse  places,  in  the  said  county ; 
that  is  to  say,  for  every  cart  &c."  passing  over  the  bridges 
aforesaid  &c.  The  Marquis  therefore  takes  this  by  the 
description  of  a  toll  called  Traverse,  and  belonging  to  the 
lordship  and  honor  of  Hertford.  This  grant  is  of  the  date 
6  Car.  1.  We  are  also  supplied  with  an  inquisition  after 
the  death  of  Aymar  de  Valence,  Earl  of  Pembroke,  in 
which  the  toll  is  connected  with  the  castle  and  town  of 
Hertford,  and  called  ''the  Traverse  at  the  Bridge  of  Ware." 
A  minister's  account  for  Hertford  of  the  35  &  36  Heti.  8, 
describes  it  as  "  the  Toll  Traverse  of  the  Bridge  of  Ware;" 
and  in  another  account  of  the  1  &  2  Car^  1,  the  minister 
answers  for  IGL  from  the  farm  *'  of  the  toll  travers  and  cus- 
toms of  the  lordship,  castle,  and  honor  of  Hertford,  of  all 
things  for  sale  passing  over  the  bridges  of  Hertford,  Ware," 
&c.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  this  is  strong  evidence  to  shew 
that  the  toll  in  question  is  in  its  nature  toll  traverse;  it 
raises  a  strong  probability  that  Ware  is  a  manor  within  the 
honor  of  Hertford,  and  that  the  Marquis  is  the  owner  of 
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1838.        the  wastes  ia  it :  the  soil  therefore  may  well  be  in  hiniy  and 

''-^^''^      that  it  is  so,  is  consistent  with  the  facts  of  repairs  before 

9.  Stated.    We  thbk  that,  after  this  evidence,  the  burthen  was 

Marquis  of    ^^^  upon  the  Marquis  of  meeting  it  by  contrary  evidence, 

and  that  in  default  of  his  doing  so,  the  sessions  were  well 

warranted  in  considering  it  a  toll  traverse,  and  in  confirming 

the  rate  upon  him.     The  order  of  sessions  therefore  will 

be  confirmed. 

Order  of  Sessions  confirmed. 


Saturday      '^®  QuEEN  V.  Lord  GoooLPHiN  and  John  Hailstone, 
June  %nd.  Esq.,  Justices  of  the  Peace  for  Cambridgeshire. 

1.  SembUf      n 
thataFriendly  Jj*  ANDREWS,  in  Hilary  term,  1837,  had  obtained  a 

rul^TbacTbeen  ^^*  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ 

originally  in-  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  them,  command- 
roiled,  hut  .        .              ...                             ,             .  ,             , 
which  had  '°K  tbem  to  issue  their  summons  to  the  president  and  stew- 
adopted  and  ards  of  the  Old  Club  Friendly  Society  in  Cambridge,  and 
acted  on  new  ,                    -^         ,     ^                         ®  ' 
rules  fur  a  to  hear  and  determine  the  complaint  of  Thomas  Lupton 

yearsTithout    *^8*^°5^  *®  8*'^  society,  for  having  expelled  him  from  it. 

having  tbem         By  the  affidavit  of  Lupton^  on  which  the  rule  was  ob- 

ceased  to  be     tained,  it  appeared  that  the  society  in  question  was  esta- 

withinthepro-  blisbed  in  1775,  and  that  in   1794  the  rules  of  the  society 
tectioo  of  the  •       it    i      •  t      i        i     ■       ^    t  im  % 

33  Geo.  d,        yteve  mrolled  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace.     Inese  rules 

%^Th  C        ^^^^  acted   upon  from   1794  till   1804,  when  they  were 

refused  to  is-    altered  and  reprinted.    The  members  of  the  society  directed 

mus^toiustices  *"  attorney's  clerk  to  cause  the  amended  rules  to  be  inroUed 

to  hear  the       ^ith  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  Lupton  paid  him  money 

member  of  a     for  SO  doing,  and  believed  that  they  were  inrolled.     The 

Friendly  So-     amended  rules  were  acted  upon  by  the  society  up  to  the  year 

cietv,  which  .  .  .  . 

had*  been  act-    1835,  in  total  ignorance  of  their  never  having  been  inrolled 

not  inrolled      "P  ^^  ^^^^  ^^™®*     ^^^w«®"  ^^^  »"^  ^^^^*  various  applica- 
for  upwards  of  tions  had  been  made  to  magistrates  to  restore  persons  expel- 

the^doubt  it     '^^  ^y  ^^^  society,  and  amongst  others  one  by  John  Massey, 

entertained  as 

to  the  existence  of  the  society  in  such  a  case^  although  the  original  inrolled  rules  had 

never  been  repealed. 
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the  now  president  of  the  society,  who  was  thereupon  ordered        1838. 

to  be  readmitted.     The  aflSdavits  then  stated  that  Lupion    _^^^*^^"^^ 
i_  .         ^    ,  .        -  ,    ,  .     The  Queen 

became  a  member  of  the  society  m  1797,  and  then  stated  v. 

his  expulsion  from  the  society  in  September^  1836,  his  ap-    q^^^ 
plication  to  the  county  magistrates  for  an  order  to  readmit   aod  auother. 
him  to  the  society,  and  the  refusal  of  the  magistrates,  after 
hearing  the  other  side,  to  make  an  order,  on  the  ground  that 
the  rules  of  the  society  were  not  inroUed. 

The  affidavits  in  answer  stated,  that  in  the  year  1804, 
other  rules  and  articles,  differing  most  materially  and  essen* 
tially  from  the  first  rules  which  were  inrolled,  were  adopted 
by  the  society,  with  the  full  sanction  of  Lupton,  the  then 
president,  which  were  acted  upon  up  to  1820,  when  certain 
other  rules  were  adopted  and  acted  upon  up  to  the  present 
time.  The  aflidavits  then  denied  that  during  the  twenty 
years  in  which  the  deponents  had  been  members,  the  rules 
of  1794  had  been  acted  upon,  or  their  existence  known  to 
the  deponents,  or,  as  they  believed,  to  any  of  the  society, 
till  the  year  1834.  The  affidavits  then  stated  the  summons 
by  the  defendants  to  hear  the  complaint  made  by  Lupton, 
and  that  at  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  before  the  defend- 
ants, and  two  other  justices  of  the  county  of  Cambridge, 
the  information  of  Lupton  was  dismissed. 

Kelly f  with  whom  was  Gunning,  in  Hilary  term  last  (a), 
shewed  cause.  The  33  Geo,  3,  c.  54,  s.2,  only  gives  jus- 
tices authority  to  interfere  with  a  friendly  society,  and  make 
such  an  order  as  is  prayed  for  by  the  rule,  where  its  rules 
are  inrolled  under  that  act.  It  appears  by  the  affidavits 
that  this  society  has  been  acting,  since  1 804,  under  rules 
which  have  not  been  inrolled.  Rtx  v.  Gilkes  (6)  shews  that 
the  inrolraent  of  the  rules  is  the  only  basis  of  the  justices' 
jurisdiction ;  and  in  Ex  parte  Norrish  (c),  where  a  friendly 
society  had  departed  from  the  rules  which  had  been  inrolled, 

(a)  Jan.  lOcb,  before  Lord  Den-         (6)  8  B.  &  C.  439;  S,  C,  2  Man. 
man  C.  J.,  Litiledale,  Williams  and      &  R.  454. 
Coleridge  Js.  (c)  Jac.  162. 
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tbe  Master  of  the  Rolls  held  that  the  society  was  dissolved. 
The  present  is  a  much  stronger  case,  for  the  society  has  not 
only  departed  from  the  old  rules,  but  has  adopted  a  new 
set  altogether.  In  Rex  v.  The  Wit/iam  Savings*  Bank  (a)^ 
it  was  held  distinctly,  that  the  justices  have  no  power  to  act 
where  the  rules  are  not  inroUed.  In  fact,  a  society  that  has 
been  governing  itself  for  upwards  of  thirty  years,  on  rules 
not  inrolled,  is  a  mere  voluntary  society,  and  it  would  be 
the  height  of  injustice  for  a  magistrate  to  make  an  order, 
with  reference  to  rules  which  had  been  inrolled  so  long  ago, 
and  which  were  not  the  governing  rules  of  the  society. 
Battey  v.  Townrow^b)  is  a  distinct  authority  that  where 
new  rules  are  adopted,  but  not  inrolled,  the  fact  of  the  old 
ones  having  been  duly  inroUed  gives  no  legal  existence  to 
the  society. 


Gunning,  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped. 


JB.  Andrews  and  W.  H.  Watson^  contrd.  The  rules  of 
this  society  have  been  inrolled  so  as  to  give  the  justices 
jurisdiction,  what  then  has  occurred  to  oust  that  jurisdic- 
tion ?  Not  tbe  adoption  of  new  rules,  because  section  S  of 
35  Geo.  3,  c.  54,  enacts,  that  no  rule  once  confirmed  by  the 
justices  shall  be  altered,  rescinded,  or  repealed,  except  in 
the  manner  therein  provided,  viz.  by  a  meeting  called  for 
the  purpose,  and  an  inrolment  at  sessions.  As  this  has  not 
been  done  with  respect  to  the  new  rules,  it  follows  that  the 
old  rules  stand  unrepealed.  By  section  IS,  a  friendly  society 
cannot  be  dissolved,  except  by  the  consent  of  five-sixths  of 
the  society.  These  sections  were  not  brought  before  the 
notice  of  the  Court  in  Ex  parte  Norrish  (c).  [LiUledale  J. 
Do  you  contend  that  a  friendly  society,  going  on  for  thirty 
or  forty  years  with  new  rules  not  inrolled,  would  be  a  legal 
society,  because  its  rules  had  been  once  inrolled?]  It  is 
difficult  to  see  how  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  can  be 

(a)  3  N.  &  M.  416.  (c)  Jac.  163. 

(6)  4  Camp.  5. 
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taken  away  where  it  has  once  accrued.     ILittledale  J.  Sup-         i838. 
pose  a  complaint  by  a  member  who  required  a  payment  to      ^■^^'*^^ 
be  made  to  him,  according  to  the  old  rules,  which  bad  not  v. 

been  acted  upon?]  If  the  application  were  for  payment  ^  ^^^ 
according  to  the  new  rules,  of  course  it  could  not  be  attended  and  another, 
to;  but  if  it  were  on  the  inrolled  rules,  the  magistrates 
might  make  an  order  as  near  the  justice  of  the  case  as  they 
could.  This,  however,  is  not  an  application  for  payment, 
but  to  be  restored  to  the  society.  If  the  adoption  of  new 
rules  has  the  effect  of  dissolving  the  society,  then  the  society 
may  do  indirectly  that  which  section  12  has  enacted  shall 
only  be  done  in  a  certain  mode*  Battey  v.  Townrow{a) 
has  been  relied  upon,  but  in  that  case,  as  well  as  in  Ex 
parte  Norrish^b),  the  judgment  of  the  Court  only  goes  to 
the  extent  of  deciding  that  officers  elected  under  rules  not 
inrolled,  have  no  locus  standi  in  Court.  The  parties  op- 
posing this  rule  cannot  contend  that  the  society  is  dissolved, 
for  it  appears  by  the  affidavits  that  they  have  themselves 
treated  the  society  as  a  legally  existing  society,  and  have 
obtained  the  interposition  of  the  justices  in  their  own  behalf. 
All  that  has  been  done  here  is  to  alter  the  rules  of  the 
society  from  time  to  time,  and  it  does  not  at  all  appear  that 
the  new  rules  are  inconsistent  with  those  inrolled.  If  the 
Court  will  not  grant  the  rule  it  will  cause  much  inconve- 
nience, as  it  will  drive  the  parties  into  equity,  where  all  the 
members  of  the  society  must  be  made  parties  to  the  suit; 
Beaumont  v.  Meredith  (c).  The  argument  on  the  other 
side  goes  to  the  extent  that  the  slightest  departure  from  the 
inrolled  rules  operates  as  a  dissolution  of  the  society.  But 
this  is  to  defeat  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  which  was 
to  give  a  legal  existence  to  these  societies,  and  by  placing 
them  under  the  jurisdiction  of  justices,  to  protect  the  differ- 
ent members  from  one  another. 

Cur.  adv,  vult{d). 

(a)  4  Camp.  5.  (J)  See  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.56,  and 

(6)  Jac.  162.  4  &  5  WUlAj  c.  40,  by  which  the 

(c)  3  Ves.  &  Bea.  180.  law  relating  to  friendly  sociedes  is 

consolidated. 


492  CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN 's  BENCH, 

1838.  LordDENMAN  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 

^■^"^^"^^      of  the  Court. — This  was  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  justices 
The  QuBfiH  .  ,  . ,        n         i.     i. .      It  • 

9.  to  issue  a  summons  to  the  president  &c.  of  a  friendly  society. 

Lord  3||j  (Q  iig^f  i^QJ  determine  the  complaint  of  Thomas  Lupton 
and  another,  against  the  society  for  having  expelled  him.  The  cause 
shewn  was,  that  under  the  circumstances  hereinafter  stated, 
the  friendly  society  in  question  was  no  longer  within  the 
provisions  of  the  33  Geo.  3,  c.  54,  and  consequently  that 
the  magistrates  had  no  jurisdiction.  In  answer  to  this  it 
was  amongst  other  things  urged,  that  some  of  the  members 
had  recently  declared  that  the  society  was  still  existing 
within  and  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the  act.  We 
mention  this  in  the  first  place  to  dispose  of  if  at  once,  be- 
cause we  can  attach  no  importance  to  the  opinion  or  decla- 
rations of  all  or  any  portion  of  the  members  of  this  society, 
as  to  the  legal  character  now  to  be  attributed  to  it.  In 
order  to  make  the  rule  absolute,  we  must  satisfy  ourselves 
that  the  magistrates  have  jurisdiction  to  make  a  legal  order 
in  the  matter,  in  which  their  interference  is  required;  an 
order  that  may  be  enforced  if  resisted,  and  the  enforcement 
of  which  will  not  expose  the  magistrates  to  the  payment  of 
damages. 

It  appears  from  the  affidavits  that  the  society  was  esta- 
blished in  1775;  in  1794,  their  rules  were  duly  inrolled,  and 
continued  to  be  acted  upon  until  1804.  At  that  time  new 
rules  were  made,  in  many  respects  essentially  different  from 
the  former;  these  were  intended  to  be  inrolled,  but  in  fact 
were  not;  they  were  however  acted  on  till  1820,  when  fur- 
ther alterations  were  made,  which,  like  the  former,  have 
never  been  inrolled.  In  both  instances  the  omission  to 
inrol  appears  to  have  been  unintentional,  and  the  misfortune 
rather  than  the  fault  of  the  society.  The  application  to 
the  magistrates  is  upon  the  footing  that  the  rules  inrolled  in 
1794,  are  still  the  governing  rules  of  the  society;  in  support 
of  this,  the  third  section  of  S3  Geo.  3,  c.  54,  is  relied  upon. 
That  section  enacts  that  no  rule,  once  confirmed  by  the 
justices  at  sessions,  shall  be  altered,  rescinded,  or  repealed, 
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except  in  the  manner  there  provided,  and  then  proceeds  thus : 

''  and  such  alteration  or  repeal  shall  be  subject  to  the  review 

r  I      .       •  1    1    1.  .      !•.    I  •     1  I        •  .    /.  *!>©  Queen 

of  the  justices,  and  shall  be  filed  in  the  manner  berembefore  v. 

directed;  and  no  such  rule,  order^  &c.  shall  be  binding,  or  ^  ^^^ 
have  any  force  or  effect,  until  the  same  shall  have  been  and  another. 
agreed  to  and  confirmed  by  such  justices,  and  filed  as  afore- 
said.'' It  is  contended,  therefore,  upon  these  words,  that 
as  the  new  rules,  by  which  the  former  inrolled  rules  were 
intended  to  be  repealed,  have  never  been  confirmed  or  filed 
at  sessions,  they  have  no  force  or  effect  whatever,  and  it  is 
thence  inferred  that  the  old  rules  are  still  in  operation,  and 
the  society,  in  point  of  law,  still  governed  by  them,  and  so 
within  the  protection  of  the  statute. 

As  far  as  respects  the  new  rules,  it  appears  to  us  that  the 
argument  is  well  founded ;  whether  the  inference  drawn  as 
to  the  present  binding  power  of  the  old  rules  be  correctly 
drawn,  is  the  question.  The  section  under  consideration  is 
manifestly  framed  to  regulate  the  manner  in  which  any 
society  of  this  sort  shall  proceed  in  the  formal  repeal  or 
alteration  of  a  confirmed  rule,  specifying  the  notices  and 
proportion  of  consenting  members,  which  shall  be  necessary; 
and  when,  in  compliance  with  these  requisitions,  an  old  rule 
shall  have  been  altered  or  repealed  by  a  new  rule,  it  further 
and  in  addition  provides  that  such  new  rule  shall  not  be  bind- 
ing or  have  any  effect  until  confirmed  and  filed  at  sessions. 
For  any  thing  therefore  intended  to  be  affected  by  the  new 
rules,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  for  want  of  confirmation  and 
filing  they  are  at  present  inoperative;  but  as  it  must  be 
taken  upon  these  facts,  that  by  common  consent  of  the  then 
existing  members  the  old  rules  were  abandoned  in  1804, 
and  have  practically  had  no  operation  since ;  and  further,  as 
it  must  be  presumed  that  in  an  interval  of  thirty-three  years 
many  of  the  then  existing  members  must  have  died,  and 
many  new  members  must  have  been  added,  who  have  be- 
come so  upon  the  faith  that  the  new  rules  M'ere  the  govern- 
ing rules  of  the  society,  and  who  may  have  been  in  entire 
ignorance  of  the  old  rules ;  it  is  by  no  means  a  clear  conse- 
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1838.        qnence  tbat  the  old  rules  can  at  this  moment  be  resorted  to, 
J^^T^      8S  in  exbtence  eten  for  the  purpose  of  holding  the  society 
V,  together  under  the  statute.     If  they  are  binding  rules  for 

Lord  ^^^  purpose*  they  are  so  for  all  purposes;  they  may, 
and  another,  for  any  thing  we  know,  provide  different  rates  of  contribu- 
tion and  relief  from  those  now  acted  on,  and  may  vary  the 
rights  of  the  members  in  other  material  points,  and  there 
would  arise  the  gross  injustice  that  members  added  since 
1804  may  find  themselves  now  upon  a  totally  different  foot- 
ing from  that  on  which  they  understood  themselves  to  stand, 
when  they  joined  the  society.  The  only  decided  case  ex- 
actly in  point  which  was  cited,  is  Ex  parte  Normh(a). 
That  was  an  application  made  in  1821,  to  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls,  by  petition,  in  order  to  a  summary  proceeding  against 
a  late  trustee  of  a  friendly  society,  under  the  8tb  section  of 
the  statute  (6);  that  mode  of  proceeding  could  only  be 
adopted  in  case  the  society  was  existing  under  the  statute  ; 
the  same  point  therefore  arose  as  here.  The  facts  were,  that 
the  rules  had  been  allowed  and  filed  in  1 8 13 ;  soon  after,  sooie 
dissatisfaction  with  the  conduct  of  the  oflBcers  having  arisen, 
a  committee  had  been  formed  to  regulate  the  affairs  of  the 
society,  and  from  that  time  the  rules  had  not  been  attended 
to,  the  meetings  not  held  nor  payments  made,  nor  oflScers 
regularly  appointed.  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  said, ''  It  was 
a  great  misfortune  to  these  societies,  that  they  were  in  the 
habit  of  deviating  from  their  rules;  here,  since  1813,  they 
had  ceased  to  act  upon  the  rules  that  had  been  registered, 
and  had  proceeded  on  a  different  plan;  what  had  been  done 
since  had  been  done  by  agreement,  and  not  under  the  regu- 
lations. They  had  become  dissolved,  and  the  Court  had  no 
longer  any  jurisdiction  under  the  act." 

In  that  case,  it  is  true  the  third  section  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  noticed,  and  in  the  view  which  we  have  taken 
it  was  not  applicable,  because  there  had  been  no  attempt 
by  new  rules  formally  to  alter  or  repeal  the  old  ones.  The 
Master  of  the  Rolls  decides  upon  the  effect  of  a  practical 

(a)  Jac.  16S.  (6)  33  Geo,  3,  c.  M. 
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abandomnent  af  the  old  rules,  wbicb  is  the  difficulty  that        18S8. 
presses  upon  our  minds  in  the  way  of  issjuing  the  mandamus      '^^^^ 
prayed  for.  v. 

We  are  aware  of  the  extreme  inconvenience  of  putting  ^  ^"^ 
the  claimant  in  the  present  case  to  seek  his  relief  in  a  Court  and  auother. 
of  Equity,  but  with  the  authority  of  £jr  parte  Norrish{a) 
before  us,  and  the  serious  doubts  (to  say  no  more)  which 
we  entertain,  whether  the  magistrates  have  the  jurisdiction 
whaeh  the  writ  could  command  them  to  exercise,  we  should 
violate  our  well-established  rules,  if  we  were  to  make  the 
nile  absolute.  Aud  whatever  may  be  the  amount  of  incon- 
venience in  the  particular  case,  we  perhaps  do  that  which 
is  more  than  proportionably  convenient  iu  general,  if  by 
discharging  the  rule  we  cause  it  to  be  generally  understood 
that  these  societies  cannot  depart  from  their  established 
niks,  or  neglect  to  comply  with  the  statute,  in  the  mode  of 
altering  or  repealing  them,  without  exposing  their  property 
to  danger,  and  themselves  to  great  expense,  loss  and  incon- 
venience. 

Rule  discharged. 
(a)  Jac  162. 


James  v.  Askew. 

J.  HENDERSON,  iu  Michaelmas  term,  18S7|  obtoined 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should  not  be  al- 
lowed costs  under  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  3.  The  affida- 
vits on  which  the  rule  was  obtained  shewed  that  the  plain- 
tiff, on  the  trial  between  these  parties,  had  recovered  a  much 
smaller  sum  than  that  for  which  the  defendant  was  held  to 
bail.  The  defendant,  however,  had  not  been  actually  ar- 
tested,  but,  a  capias  ad  respondendum  having  been  sued  out, 
a  sheriff's  officer  waited  with  a  warrant  on  the  defendant's 
attorney,  and  required  the  defendant  to  give  bail  to  the 
sheriff.     A  bail-bond  was  accordingly  executed,  and  special 

VOL.  III.  K  K 
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laae.        bail  wm  afterwards  perfected,  without  the  defapdant  hendf 
^^^^      ever  having  seea  the  sheriff's  officer. 


«. 


Asssw.  Wigkinum  and  Croa^om  shewed  caasa.r— The  defendsot 

wu  held  to  bail,  but  was  not  arrestedt  and  the  statute  does 
not  give  costs,  unless,  in  the  words  of  die  5id  sectioB,  the 
defendant  has  been  *'  atreittd  and  held  to  special  bail.** 
The  first  yection,  which  is  entirely  remedial,  enacts  disjuac- 
tivelj  that  no  person  shall  be  ^  anested  or  held  to  special 
bail,"  unless  for  a  debt  of  the  requisite  amount,  exclusive  of 
costs.  But  in  the  Srd  section,  which  imposes  a  penalty, 
the  disjunctive  is  not  used,  so  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  liable, 
unless  the  defendant  shall  have  been  both  arrested  and  held 
to  bail.  Thus  the  legislature  has  shewn  that  it  used  ^*  or/' 
in  the  one  case,  and  ^'and/'  in  the  other  advisedly.  In 
Ariel  V.  Pilling  (a)  it  was  expressly  held,  that  there  must 
be  bodi  an  arrest  and  a  holding  to  bail  to  bring  a  case  within 
the  statute.  The  defendant  must  at  all  events  be  ^rrsstedi 
even  if  it  be  not  necessary  that  he  should  also  be  heU  to 
bail.  In  Amor  v.  Blofield(b),  a  bailable  writ  was  sued  out: 
the  defendant  was  not  acsttially  arrested,  and  on  account  of 
a  defect  in  the  affidavit  of  debt,  was  allowed  to  file  common 
bail,  instead  of  perfecting  special  bail :  he  was  held  not 
entitled  to  costs.  In  Preedy  v.  M'Farlane  (c),  it  was  not 
necessary  to  decide  the  point,  but  the  Court  clearly  inti- 
mated, in  confirmation  of  Bates  v.  Pilling  (a),  that  the  de- 
fendant must  have  been  subjected  to  both  proceedings, 
in  order  to  claim  redress  under  the  statute.  From  this 
last  case  it  would  seem  Uiat  the  going  to  prison  after  arrest 
would  amount  to  a  holding  to  bail,  and  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  actually  giving  special  bail,  before  obtaining 
costs.  But  no  case  indicates  that  actual  arrest  can  be  dis- 
pensed with,  or  that  any  other  proceedings  can  be  con- 
sidered equivalent  to  it.    Thus,  Lord  Abinger  C.  B«  ob- 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  374;   S.  C.  S  (6)  9  Bing.  91. 

Dowl.  P.  C.  367.  (r)  1  C.  M.  «(  R.  819. 


James 
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•erves  in  Edwards  v.  Janes  {a\  with  reference  to  tbis  very        1838. 
subject :  '^  Where  a  party  voluntarily  gives  special  bail»  he 
can  in  no  sepse  be  said  to  be  arrested ;  but  whep  he  is  ar-  v. 

rested,  he  is  taken  into  custody  only  until  he  gives  special  ^*k^^* 
bail,  so  that  in  one  sense  he  is  held  to  special  bail/'  Parke 
B.  also  inquires  in  the  same  case,  ^*  Does  not  the  being  ac- 
tually  arrested,  and  so  brought  under  an  obligation  of  putting 
in  special  bail,  satisfy  all  that  the  statute  intended  f  '  The 
question,  however,  was  not  there  determined ;  but  the  de- 
cision in  Bates  v.  Pilling  (i)  is  direct  upon  the  point,  and 
has  never  been  questioned,  except  by  a  dictum  of  Parke  B. 
in  Wilson  v.  Broughton  (r),  in  which  case  that  learned  judge 
seems  to  have  thought  that  the  holding  to  bail  alone  would 
satisfy  the  language  of  the  statute. 

Cresswell  and  J.  Henderson,  contr^. — It  is  by  no  means 
certain  that  the  facts  in  this  case  do  not  constitute  an  arrest, 
to  which  actual  contact  is  not  necessary;  Grainger  v. 
Hiliid).  There  seems  to  be  no  difference  between  that 
case  and  the  present,  except  that  here  the  defendant  did  not 
herself  see  the  sheriff's  officer.  But,  admitting  that  there 
was  no  arrest,  Bates  v.  Pilling  (6)  is  the  only  authority  that 
arrest  is  essential  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  costs,  and  it  ap- 
pears to  have  been  founded  on  Berry  v.  Adamson(e), 
which  was  not  a  decision  upon  the  present  subject,  but 
upon  the  question  whether  the  particular  circumstances 
amounted  to  an  arrest,  so  as  to  be  the  subject  of  an  action 
on  the  case  for  maliciously  arresting.  According  to  the 
term9  of  the  statute,  if  they  are  to  be  taken  literally,  a  defend- 
ant who  is  arrested  and  goes  to  prison  for  want  of  bail,  could 
not  recover  costs.  This  proposition  will  hardly  be  con* 
tended  for,  so  that  arrest  at  all  events,  without  special  bail, 
would  suffice.  If  th^n  the  term  of  putting  in  special  bail 
m^y  be  severed  from  the  arrest  for  one  purpose,  why  not  for 

(fl)  2  M.  &  W.  414.  (c)  2  DowL  P.  C.  631. 

{b)  9  C.  &  M.  874;    SrC.  2         (d)  4  Bing.  N.C.  219. 
Dowl.  P.  C.  367.  (e)  6  fi.  &  C.  528. 
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another,  so  that  either  the  arreat  alone,  or  the  pmg  bail 
aIone»  will  bring  a  case  within  the  statute  ?  A  defendant, 
who  has  given  bail,  is  restrained  of  his  liberty,  for  in  con- 
templation of  law  he  is  always  in  their  custody,  which  is 
assumed  in  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  cum  causSL  Or  sup- 
pose the  bail  were  to  render  the  defendant  the  very  day  on 
which  they  had  become  his  bail,  upon  the  terms  of  the  act 
rigidly  construed  he  would  be  without  remedy.  Again,  on 
the  terms  of  the  act,  the  defendant  could  not  deposit  money 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  in  lieu  of  bail,  unless  there  had 
been  actual  arrest.  It  is  necessary,  tlierefore,  for  the  Court 
to  construe  the  act  liberally. 

Cur.  auh.  vulL 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — In  this  case  we  were  called  upon  to  give  the  de- 
fendant costs,  under  the  43  Geo.  S*  She  had  put  in  and 
perfected  special  bail,  but  had  not  been  arrested.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  costs  should  not  be  given  under  the  statute, 
unless  there  has  been,  wliat  may  be  called,  an  arrest. 

Rule  discharged. 


Monday^ 
June  4th, 


Morgan  v.  Hallen  and  another.  Executors  of  Sarah 
Ironmonger. 


Whether  an      ASSUMPSIT  for  the  work,  labour,  and  attendance  of 

apothecaiy  *■      ,  .     .-- 

entided  to  re-  the  plamiiff,  as  a  surgeon  and  apothecary,  and  for  medwraes 

tendLm^u  found  and  provided.    The  defendants  paid  124/.  lOs.  into 

well  as  medi-  Court,  and  pleaded  non  damnificatui  ultra. 
qoMtion  of  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^  *^  ^^^  Stafford  Summer  assizes,  18S6>  before 

mere  fact  for  LUiledaU  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an 

insiotocon-    apothecary  at  Lichfield,  had  attended  Mrs.  Irotmanger, 

sideratioa  the 
distances 

travelled,  the  number  of  attendances,  the  charge  for  medicii^ies,  and  all  the  other  circum- 
stances of  die  case,  from  ««-hich  a  contract  for  reasonable  compensation  can  be  impli^« 
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who  lived  in  the  same  town,  for  some  years,  and  that  at         1838. 
her  death  he  sent  in  his  bill  to  the  executors,  claiming,  for      TT"^^^ 

MOBGAN 

medicmes  furnished  from  January,   18^,  to  May,  1835,  o. 

104/.  1 8*.  6d.;  and  "  for  extraordinary  attendance  and  advice,  ^n?  aomher. 
frequently  four  or  five  times  a  day,  during  the  above  period, 
1 10/.  lOs.  No  evidence  was  given  as  to  any  surgical  ope- 
rations ;  but  it  was  proved,  that  the  attendances  of  the 
plaintiff  had  been  given  and  the  medicines  furnished,  dur- 
ing the  period  claimed.  The  contest  at  the  trial  was,  whe- 
ther the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  as  an  apothecary,  to  claim 
for  attendance  as  well  as  medicines.  It  appeared  that  in 
a  former  bill,  sent  in  by  the  plaintiff  during  Mrs.  Iroti" 
monger^s  life-time, extending  over  a  period  of  nine  years,  he 
left  a  blank  in  his  claim  for  "attendances,"  and  Mrs. 
Ironmonger  paid  him  £0/.  on  this  account,  when  she  settled 
the  rest  of  the  bilL  The  cases  of  Tuson  v.  Batting  (a), 
and  Totcne  v.  Lady  Gresley  (6)  were  cited,  and  the  learned 
judge  reserved  the  point,  whether  an  apothecary  could 
claim  for  attendances  as  well  as  for  medicines,  and  he  left 
it  for  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  sum  paid  into  Court 
was  a  sufficient  compensation  for  the  medicines  and  at- 
tendance. The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  whole  amount  of  his  bill. 

Sir  W.  W.  Follettf  in  Michaelmas  term,  1836,  having 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonsuit  according  to  leave 
reserved, 

TaJfourd  Serjt.,  Maemahon,  and  R.  V.  Richards  now 
shewed  cause.  There  is  no  question  of  law  in  this  case^ 
for  the  jury  have  found  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  his  claim,  as  a  reasonable  compensation.  There 
if  a  popular  notion  that  an  apothecary  is  not  entitled  to 
Irecover  for  attendances,  as  well  as  for  medicines,  but  thai 
cannot  be  law.  Best  C.  J.,  in  Towne  v.  Lady  Chesley  (b), 
threw  out  some  dicta  to  this  effect,  but  his  lordship  pfo- 

(a)  3  £sp.  193.  (h)  3  Cam  &  Pay.  581. 


MoRbAH 
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1838.  ceeded  on  a  misapprehension  that  there  was  something 
in  some  acts  of  parliament  on  the  subject,  to  prevent 
a  recovery  for  attendances.  But  in  dtnsham  ▼«  Gemum{a) 

HALtfejr      nn  attempt  to  set  aside  an  award,  because  the  arbitrator 
and  another:    , 

had  allowed  an  apothecary  for  attendances,  was  unsuccess* 

ftth  And  in  a  subsequent  case  of  Handey  ▼.  Htnton  (6) 
Lord  Tenltrden  C.  J.  held,  that  a  surgeon  and  apothecary 
might  recover  compensation  both  for  medicines  and  attend- 
ance. Tmon  V.  Batting {c)  decided,  that  if  a  surgeori  left 
a  blank  for  his  attendances,  he  could  not  recover  more  than 
the  patient  chose  to  pay;  That  case  would  probably  re- 
ceive a  different  decision  at  the  present  day,  and  at  all 
events  does  not  touch  the  present  question.  On  principlci 
it  is  clear  that  an  apothecary  ottght  to  be  allowed  to  charge 
for  both  attendances  and  medicine.  For  if  he  is  to  be 
compensated  by  his  charges  for  medicine  only,  he  is  in- 
duced to  send  in  more  than  is  necessary,  and  he  will  have 
to  vary  the  price  to  each  patient,  according  to  the  distance 
from  his  own  residence,  and  the  loss  of  time  occupied  by 
each  attendance. 

C.  PhilKps  and  Bu$by,  contrj^.  The  principle  on  which 
an  apothecary  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  charge  both  for 
attendances  and  medicines  is  this,  that  as  apothecaries' 
charges  for  drugs  are  eltorbitant;  they  are  sufficiently  com- 
pensated  by  that  alone;  or  if  they  choose  to  charge  for 
attendances,  they  ought  not  to  charge  for  their  drugs  at 
apothecaries^  prices.  This  case  was  treated  ad  a  matter  of 
law  at  the  trial,  whereas  it  should  have  beeu  put  to  the 
jury  as  a  question  of  fact.  I'uson  v.  Batting  (c)  is  identical 
with  the  present  case,  with  the  single  exception  that  the 
surgeon  in  that  case  left  a  blank  charge  for  his  attendances^ 
as  the  plaintiff  did  in  a  former  bill. 

Lord  Denman  G.  J.^I  think  there  is  no  point  of  law 

(a)  1 1  B;  Mdo.  1 .  (c)  3  Esp.  19S. 

{b)  4  Carr.  &  Pay.  110. 
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in  this  case^  but  it  is  entirely  a  question  of  fact,  whether         1838. 
any  contract  was  made  between  the  partien.  or  whether      ^t^''^*^ 

,  ,         .,  MORGAII 

there  were  any  facts  from  which  a  contract  may  be  implied  9. 

to  pay  a  reasonable  sum  for  attendances.     These  facts  are      ?^^^^er 
for  the  jury  to  determide. 

LiTTLEDALE  J.— I  will  uot  Say  that  in  point  of  law  ait 
apothecary  has,  in  all  cases^  a  right  to  charge  both  for  drugs 
and  attendances.  But  in  some  cases  he  certainly  may. 
An  apothecary  may  be  called  upon  to  administer  drugs  to 
a  patient  who  resides  at  a  great  distance,  for  the  attendance 
on  whom  the  price  of  the  medicine  may  afford  httrdly  any 
compensation  whatever,  or  he  may  find  that  the  patient  re- 
quires no  medicine.  In  such  cases  it  is  evident  that  the 
apothecary  is  entitled  to  compensation  for  his  work  and 
labour*  On  the  other  band,  there  are  many  cases  where 
attendances  ought  not  to  be  charged,  namely^  where  there 
is  but  little  distance  to  go  to  visit  the  patient,  and  sufficient 
medicine  is  administered  to  afford  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation.  All  these  cases  resolve  themselves  into  matters  of 
fact  for  a  jury. 

Patteson  J.--I  cannot  conceive  any  case  in  which  this 
question  can  be  made  a  matter  of  law.  In  an  action  on  an 
apothecary's  bill  for  attendances,  the  first  question  is,  whe- 
ther there  be  an  express  contract,  and  if  not,  whether  there 
are  any  facts  from  which  the  jury  can  imply  this  contract, 
and  what  is  a  reasonable  compensation.  In  no  case,  there- 
fore, is  the  intervention  of  the  Court  necessary* 

Williams  J. — t  will  only  add,  that  the  defendants  them- 
selves seem  to  have  taktn  this  view  of  the  case,  for  they 
have  paid  money  into  Court  generally,  and^more  than  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  charge  for  drugs,  and  therefore  they  left 
it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  sufficient  had  been  paid  or  not 
for  the  attendances. 

Rule  discharged. 
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The  Queen  v.  The  iDhtbiunts  of  Mawgan  in 
jmH^Si  Meneage. 

nJd  Zib^  Presentment  of  m  highway  aitnate  in  the  pariah  of 
presented  bjr  a  Mawgan  io  Meneage,  made  bj  Johm  Borlate,  eaq.  one  of 
deM3Geo!T  ^  Majesty's  justioea  &c.  at  the  general  quarter  aesaions 
c.  78,  s.  u,  of  the  peace  at  Bodmin,  on  Tueaday  the  ]at  July,  5  W.  4, 
fleotmeiic'vm  ^J  ^v^ue  of  an  act  made  in  the  13  Geo.  3,  for  the  amend- 
removed  into  m^nt  and  preaervation  of  the  highways,  upon  his  own  view, 
tiorari,  after  that,  &c.  &c«  The  preaentment  having  been  removed 
fore  jud^^L  ^"^^  *'**•  ^^"^  *"  Michaelmaa  term,  5  W.  4,  by  certiorari^  a 
that  statute  particular  waa  delivered  under  a  judge'a  order,  aetting  out 
^tbe'sft  6  ^^®  termini  of  the  road  out  of  repair. 
WUL4,  c.  50,  Two  of  the  inhabiUnta,  for  themaelvea  and  the  rest  of 
that  the  Coart  ^^  inhabitants  of  Mawgan  (except  Jane  Jamet^  Henry 
^ud  meat  Sr  ^^'  ^'  **  *"^  ^'  ^'^  pleaded  onerari  non,  because,  1st, 
the  Crowo,  as  as  to  parcel  iu»  containing  350  yards,  the  aame  adjoined  a 
inn'were  *  <^ft<^  f^rm  called  &c.,  which  aaid  farm,  at  the  time  in  the 
founded  on  the  aaid  presentment,  and  at  the  time  of  pleading,  Maa  in  the 
wi^b  wu"no  occupation  of  John  Rogers,  and  that  the  aaid  John  Rogers 
longerralid.     ^j^u  liable  raiione  tenunt. 

whether,  in  a  ^nd.  As  to  Other  parcel  containing  730  yards,  they  say 
h?it^n^^r"~  ^^^  ^^  aame^from  time  whereof  &c.  until  the  inclosurea 
parish  indict-  thereof  respectively  hereinafter  mentioned,  was  a  certain 
tepair  ofV^"*  common  highway,  upon  and  leading  over  a  certain  and  un«> 
road,  that  A,  inclosed  ground  called  Roskymer  Downs,  in  the  said  parish ; 
repair  ratume  ^^^  ^^  ^  ^^^  jsltAs  in  length,  or  thereabouts,  parcel  of  the 
^^ffi*^^''  ^^  "  '^^^  last-mentioned  730  yards,  that  the  same  adjoins  on  both 
aver  that  the  aides  to  certain  lands  which,  at  the  time  in  the  said  present- 
made  whilst*  ^^^^  mentioned,  were  in  the  occupation  of  one  Thomas 
A.  B.  was  in  James,  deceased,  and  were  then  in  the  occupation  of  one 
the  a^oining  ^'^^  James,  widow  of  the  said  T.  /.,  and  which  said  lands 
lands.  ^i^re  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  I  at  January,  1830,  parcel 

of  the  said  piece  of  open  and  uninclosed  ground ;  and  that 
'afterwards,  and  before  the  time  in  the  said  presentment 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  February,  1830,  the  said  343 


Memeage. 
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yards  in  length  of  the  said  highway  were  inclosed  on  both        I88a 

sides  thereof^  by  fences  erected  and  made  in  and  upon  the   ^.^1!^^'^ 

.  .  .  .      The  Queen 

said  last-mentioned  lands,  now  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  «. 

Jane  J  antes,  and  continually  from  that  time  remained  so  in-     Mawoin^ 

closed  as  aforesaid;  and  that  the  said  I'homas  James,  so  being  in 

in  the  occupation  of  the  said  last-mentioned  lands  at  the  time 

in  the  said  presentment  mentioned^  by  reason  of  the  continu- 

ance  of  the  inclosure  of  the  said  343  yards  in  length  of  the 

said   highway  as  aforesaid,    ought  to  have  repaired  and 

amended,  and  by  reason  thereof  the  said  Jane  James  still 

ought  to  repair  and  amend,  throughout  the  whole  breadth 

thereof,  the  said  last-mentioned  343  yards  of  the  said  high* 

way. 

3d.  And  as  to  387  yards,  residue  of  the  said  highway, 
leading  over  the  said  downs,  that  Henry  Reed  was  liable  to 
repair  ralione  clausura,  as  in  the  second  plea. 

4th.  And  as  to  130  yards,  residue  of  the  highway  in  the 
said  presentment  mentioned,  that  John  Rogers  and  WilHam 
Richards  were  liable  to  repair  it  ralione  tenttra,  as  in  the 
first  plea. 

I.  The  replications,  as  to  the  350  yards,  traversed  the  lia- 
bility of  John  Rogers,  ralione  lenura :  as  to  the  343  yards 
tendered  issue,  that  they  were  not,  at  the  time  in  the  said 
presentment  mentioned^  so  inclosed  on  both  sides  thereof 
by  fences  erected  and  made  upon  the  said  so  last-mentioned 
lands,  and  did  not  continually,  from  that  time  to  the  time 
of  the  pleading  the  said  plea,  remain  so  inclosed  in  manner 
and  form  &c. :  and  as  to  the  residue,  offered  similar  tra- 
verses respectively  as  in  the  first  and  second  replications, 
whereupon  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Williams  J.,  at  the  Cornwall  Sum«' 
mer  assizes,  August  4th,  1836,  a  verdict  passed  for  the 
crown  on  the  first  and  fourth  issues,  and  for  the  defendants 
on  the  second  and  third. 

Erie,  in  Michaelmas  term^  1886  (Nov.  4th),  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  arresting  the  judgment  on  the  first  and  fourth 
issues,  on  the  ground  that  as  the  {Proceedings  in  this  case 
had  been  commenced  by  the  presentment  of  a  magistrate, 
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1838.        under  th^  18  Geo.  3»  c.  17f  »•  ^4|  ttnd  as  that  statute  was 
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repealed  bjr  the  5  8i  6  WiU.  4,  c.  50,  s;  1,  the  proceedings 
stood  as  if  do  presentment  had  ever  been  itiade  at  all; 

Cr^wder,  on  a  subsequent  day  (a)  moved  for  i  rule  tAA 
to  arrieftt  the  judgment  oil  thfe  aeeood  and  third  issuH. 
Theie  pleas  set  up  A  liibilitj  in  third  parties,  t&tione  chn- 
turitR,  but  they  ought  to  have  gone -further,  and  shewn  that 
the  inclosures  were  made  by  way  of  encroachment,  and 
by  parties  privies  in  ^tate  to  the  present  occupiers;  for 
it  ilppears  by  Serjt  WiUiam's  note  to  Bex  v.  Sioti^on{b}^ 
that  if  the  highway  be  inclosed  by  writ  of  adqnod  damnnm, 
or  under  a  statute,  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  is 
not  liable  to  repair.  This  doctrine  was  laid  down  clearly 
in  the  King  v;  Fllscknow  (c).  In  this  casti  the  ibclosure 
may  have  been  made  agaitist  the  will  of  the  owner,  or  tihder 
the  authority  of  a  writ  ad  quod  damnum.  No  precedent  of 
a  liability  riaiione  clausutre  is  to  be  found  in  the  books  of 
entries* 


First  point : 
When  a  stR- 
tute  which  re- 
gulates the 
practice  of  a 
common  law 
proceeding  is 
repealed,  pro- 
ceedings com- 
menced under 
the  repealed 
statute  may  be 
gone  on  with. 


Lord  Denman  C.  J.--We  think  that  these  pleas  ihouM 
be  considered  (d). 

Crowder  and  Rowe  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rtil^ 
obtained  by  Ef-k.  It  is  contended  that  judgiii^tit  eaunot 
be  given  in  this  case,  because  the  13th  Geo.  d,  c.  78,  under 
which  these  proceeding^  we^fe  commenced,  has  beeti  it- 
pealM  by  the  5  St  0  1ft//.  4,  c.  50,  s.  1.  It  ii  true  ttidt 
whei-e  proceedings  are  taken  under  an  abt  of  parlisinent, 
which  have,  as  it  were,  only  a  statutory  existence^  if  that  fttit 
be  repealed,  the  proceedings  fall  to  the  ground  altogether. 
Thus,  where  a  statute  cretiteS  An  oflfence,^o  judgment  can 
be  given  after  the  Statute  is  repealed.    So  in  eases  under 


(a)  Nov.  5,  before  Lord  Den- 
man  C.  J.,  Paitetonf  WUlknUf  and 
ColeridgCf  Js. 

{h)  2  Wms.  Saund.  160  ii,(l«). 

(b)  1  Burr.  461. 


(d)  the  Jttdgment  being  atM^tvd 
on  the  1st  and  4rh  issaes,  it  be- 
came unnecessary  to  consider  the 
validity  of  the  2nd  and  3rd  pleas. 
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th^  btttikrupt  acts^  where  tertain  efficilcjr  is  given  to  pro<>'        1888. 


ceeditigs  under  one  act^  if  that  act  be  repealed,  all  pro- 
ceedings  after  the  repeal  of  the  act  stand  as  if  no  such  9. 

statute  bad  existed^  Where,  therefore^  a  document  was  en-  ^''^^^^^  ^^ 
rolled;  in  the  way  prescribed  by  5  Geo.  €»  e.  30^  but  after  nr 

its  repeal,  it  was  held  that  there  could  be  no  enrolment  ^^^^^' 
lind^r  that  act^  and  that  the  6  Geoi  4,  c.  \6,  s.  95»  did  hot 
apply  to  any  ahterior  proceedings;  Kay  v.  Gobdwin  (a).  So, 
whfire  the  defendant  had  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  ieind  would 
have  been  entitled  to  treble  costs  ondef  this  very  act>  the  13 
Geo.  Si  c.  78^  if  the  5  8t  6  WUL  4,  c.  50,  had  not  come 
intd  npteratidn  before  the  judgment  was  signed^  the  Court 
held  that  the  costs  could  not  be  recovered^  as  they  were 
given  by  13  Geo. S,  c.  78^  which  was  repealed)  Chatrington 
vi  Meatheringhafn{b).  So^  the  1  Geo.  4|  c.  117>  having 
altered  the  punishment  for  larceny,  under  the  I08t  1  i  Will. 
3,  ci  23,  it  was  held  in  Rex  v.  3PKeniie{e),  that  an  oflence 
cdimhitted  before  the  passing  of  the  tiew  act,  but  not  tried 
till  after,  was  not  putiishable  by  either  act.  But  all  these 
ctlSes  are  diititi^uishable ;  because,  in  all  of  them  it  was 
neicessary  to  report  to  the  repealed  act  to  effect  the  pur- 
pose required ;  whereas  the  proceeding  now  in  question  wiis 
not  created  by  statute,  but  was  valid  at  common  law.  All 
thfit  the  13  Gio.  8,  e.  78,  s.  24>  did,  was  to  substitute  the 
presentment  of  a  justice  for  the  presentment  of  twelve  meni 
When  once  the  presentment  was  made,  the  statute  was 
qtttnifarietm  ogicio.  The  remainder  of  the  proceedings 
went  on  tft  ebmtnon  lawi  and  therefore  the  repeal  df  the 
statute  cannot  prevent  the  common  law  from  having  its 
course. 

II.  But  the  5  ft  6  WiU.  4,  c.  50,  si  1,  does  not  operate  Second  point : 
to  rep^l  proceedings  commekced  under  13  Geo.  3,  e.  78,  ^^5  &  6 
s.  24.    The  legislature  could  not  intend  the  absurdity  of  doesno'tre-  ' 
putting  t  stop  to  all  proceedings  that  had  been  duly  com-  peali 3 Geo. 3, 

proceedings 
(fl)  6  Bing.  5t6.;  (c)  Buss.  &  fey.  C,  C.  4S9.        commenced 

W2  M.&W.  «28.  under  a  pre- 

4  jn. »  YT.  %*o.  eentment  of  a 

justice. 
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1838.        menced  and  carried  on  under  an  existing  act  of  parlia- 
ment.    Suriees  v.  Elli9on  (a)  will  be  cited,  but  that  case  de- 
pends on  the  particular  words  of  the  bankrupt  act  then  under 
Miwoiv      consideration.  The  sound  rule  of  construction  of  a  repealing 
IV  clause  is  not  necessarily  to  hold  that  the  word  ''  repeal" 

means  an  absolute  repeal,  2  Dwarrison  Statutes ;  Camden 
v.Ander9on{b).  It  is  clear,  however,  from  the  provisions  of 
the  5  8c  6  fVill.  4,  c.  50,  that  it  only  repeals  13  Geo.  3, 
c.  78,  s.  24,  as  to  future  presentments  by  a  justice.  For 
s.  99  enacts,  ''  that  from  and  after  the  commencement  of 
that  act  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  take  or  commence  any 
legal  proceeding  by  presentment.*'  If  the  first  section  ab- 
solutely repeals  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  as  to  all  proceedings  taken 
by  presentment,  section  99  is  senseless.  Section  3  of 
5  &6  Will.  4,  also  shews  that  the  13 Geo.  3,  c.  78,  is  only 
repealed  pro  ianto.  That  section  keeps  alive  all  proceed- 
ings commenced  under  the  repealed  acts,  and  enacts,  that 
nothing  contained  in  the  act  shall  extend  *'  to  prevent  the 
suing  for  any  penalty  incurred  by  any  offence  committed 
against  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  acts,  or  any  of 
them,  previous  to  the  repeal  of  the  said  acts  in  and  by  this 
act,  or  to  prevent  or  defend  any  prosecution  commenced  or 
to  be  brought  for  such  offence."  If  the  presentment  is  for 
an  offence  against  the  act,  it  is  kept  alive,  if  it  is  not,  the 
repeal  of  the  act  cannot  affect  it. 

Second  point.  Erie  and  M.  Smith,  contrd.  Nothing  can  be  more  ex- 
press than  the  words  in  the  first  section  repealing  the  13 
Geo.  3,  c.  78.  Section  3  contains  certain  exceptions  within 
which  the  present  case  does  not  fall,  as  is  shewn  by  the 
argument  on  the  other  side,  for  the  offence  presented  is  not 
an  offence  against  the  statute,  but  at  common  law.  Section 
99  was  necessary  in  order  to  do  away  with  all  presentments 
whatever,  such  as  a  constable  was  entitled  to  make  at 

(a)  4  Mann.  &  Ry.  586 ;  S.  C.         (b)  6  T.  R.  793. 
9B.&C.750. 
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common  law ;  Barnes  Ju$.  {a),  tit.  Cou8table»  645 ;  s.  1 » of  5        1888. 


&  6  WUL  4,  c.  50,  having  only  repealed  the  statutory  present- 

ment  by  a  justice.    The  words  also  of  s.  99,  "  take  or  com-  «. 

mence/'  shew  that  they  do  not  relate  to  future  presentments  ^"Jj^^"**  ^^ 

only,  for  a  different  meaning  ;must  be  given  to  each  word.  in 

The  6&  7  WUL  4,  c.  63,  which  is  an  act  to  enable  the     ^^^^^^ 

collection  of  rates,  made  under  IS  Geo.  3,  is  a  further  proof 

that  the  legislature  intended  a  total  repeal  of  that  statute. 

It  being  clear  then  that  the  13  Geo.  S,  c.  78|  is  repealed.  First  point. 
the  case  stands  as  if  there  were  no  presentment  at  all.  [Lord 
Denman  C.  J.  What  effect  do  you  give  to  the  words  in 
8.  3  of  5  &  6  tVill.  4|  c.  50,  which  provides,  that  nothing 
in  the  act  is  to  interfere  with  any  acts  done  ?]  That  means 
acts  done  and  concluded,  according  to  the  principle  laid 
down  in  Kay  v.  Goodwin  (&),  by  Tindal  C.  J.  "  I  take 
the  effect  of  repealing  a  statute  to  be,  to  obliterate  it 
completely  from  the  records  of  the  parliament,  as  if  it  had 
never  passed;  and  it  must  be  considered  as  a  law  that  never 
existed,  except  for  the  purpose  of  those  actions  which  were 
commenced,  prosecuted,  and  concluded  whilst  it  was  an 
existing  law."  The  distinction  sought  to  be  drawn  between 
an  offence  created  by  statute  and  the  present  case  does  not 
exist.  It  is  true,  it  is  an  offence  at  common  law,  but  when 
this  Court  looks  at  the  record  to  give  judgment,  they  find 
a  presentment  made  under  a  statute  which  is  no  longer  law. 
Wame  v.  Beresford  (c)  is  a  much  stronger  case  than  the 
present,  for  there  a  defendant  pleaded  the  Westminster 
Court  of  Requests  Act  (23  Geo.  2,  c.  27),  which,  at  the 
time  of  plea,  was  a  good  defence  to  the  action,  and  the  de- 
fendant succeeded  upou  it  at  the  trial.  But  the  23  Geo.  2, 
c.  27,  having  been  repealed  by  the  6  &  7  WUL  4,  c.  137, 
8.  86,  before  trial,  judgment  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff 
nan  obstante  veredicto.  It  is  not,  however,  merely  for  the 
presentment  that  the  13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  must  be  resorted  to, 
as  it  is  only  upon  that  statute  that  judgment  can  be  given. 

(a)  Doyleyund  Williams^  Ed.  (c)  S  M.  &  W.  848. 

lb)  6  Bing.  57a. 
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1888.        The  commoD  law  judgment  for  tbe  offeoce  is  fine  and  im- 

.^z^^      priMNiaienf.  bat  Id  Geo.  9,  c.  78f  «•  9A,  authorizes  only  a 
The  QuEBir    ^ 
V.  fine. 

InhabitanU  of 

iM  Lord  Dbnmam  C.  J. — It  is  no  doubt  eiceedingly  tut 

MsvsAov.  convenient  that  proceedings  vhicb  had  been  going  through 
various  stagesi  and  were  on  the  point  of  final  adjudication, 
should  be  entirely  put  an  end  to  by  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
certably  not  passed  for  that  purpose.  But  still,  no  looking  at 
the  provisions  of  the  new  Highway  Act,  I  think  that  thb 
Court  is  without  the  power  to  give  effect  to  what  has  been 
done.  These  proceedings  all  depend  on  a  presentnaent  not 
made  according  to  the  common  law,  and  as  the  statute  has 
been  repealed  which  authorised  such  a  presentment,  the 
case  stands  as  if  no  pres^tment  at  all  had  been  made. 

LriTLBDALB  J.— I  think,  as  the  18  Oeo.  8  has  beep  en- 
tirely repealed,  all  that  has  been  done  falls  to  the  ground,  and 
there  it  mnst  remain.  I  do  not  ssy  that  the  presentment 
was  bad,  but  nothing  further  can  be  done  upon  it. 

Pattbson  J. — I  have  no  doubt  at  all  thatdie  IS  Oeo»  S 
is  entirely  repealed,  nor  have  i  any  doubt  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  that  proceedings  which  had  been  com- 
menced should  go  on ;  but  they  have  not  chosen  to  express 
that  intention,  and  it  is  only  a  statutory  enactment  that  can 
authorize  such  a  presentment ;  if  there  is  none  in  existence, 
it  follows  that  this  Court  has  no  power  to  give  judgment. 

WituAMs  J.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  to  arrest  judgment. 
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Lyons  r.  Martin.  j.^^^^ 

Trespass  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  horse.     Pleas:   h  y  ^  \ 

not  guilty;  2,  that  the  defendant  took  the  horse  damage  taking  the 

feasant  in  his  close.     Replication,  that  the  horse  was  in  ho^^fh^  de- 

the  highway  adjoining  the  said  close,  and  that  the  defend-  T^ndant  plead- 

ant  drove  it  from  the  highway  into  the  said  close,  and  then  guilty;  andse- 

distraiued  it.    The  rejoinder  took  issue  on  the  above  alle-  co»dIy,  that 

^  the  horse  was 

gations.  damage  feas- 

At  the  trial  before  Coleridge  J.  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  j'^'JJj^"  !f*^ 

in  this  term,  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff^  horse  was 

that  he  and  the  defendant  occupied  adjoining  gardens;  that  Kl^n^wrong^'^^ 

the  horse  had  been  in  the  plaintiff's  garden,  but  that  after  ^^^\y  dis- 

it   had    escaped   into   the  highway   the   defendant's    ser-  servant  of  the 

vant  drove  it  back  into  his  master's  garden,  and  then  dis-  defendant  on 

^  '  the  highway, 

tramed  it.     It  appeared  further,  that  the  same  servant  had  and  not  on  his 

on  other  occasions  distrained  cattle  trespassing  in  the  same  [ho t  no" prima 

garden,  and  that  on  these  occasions  he  had  his  master's  facie  case  was 

authority  for  so  doing.     It  was  objected  for  the  defendant  (^e  defendant 

that,  as  the  distress  in  question  on  the  highway  was  illegal,  '*.**^/*"j[*^^". 

a  distinct  authority  to  the  servant  should  have  been  proved  tress  in  qaes- 

to  render  the  defendant  liable.     The  plaintiff  contended  ti^n^hv  proof 

'^  of  bis  having 

that  a  sufficient  primft  facie  case  had  been  made  out  for  on  other  occa- 

the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  that  the  defendant,  by  Jl^ed  hi^s^ser- 

putting  a  plea  of  justification  on  the  record,  had  thereby  vant  to  distrain 

adopted  the  act  of  his  servant.    The  learned  judge  was  of  f^i^t  o™h1s 

a  contrary  opinion,  and  directed  a  nonsuit.  1*°?J  f"^  *^hat 

''     ^  be  had  not 

adopted  the 

Humfrey  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  *^'  ®||^" 

there  was  sufficient  evidence  against  the  defendant  to  be  pleading  ajus- 

left  to  the  jury.     The  defendant's  servant  had  more  than  **fi<»^^°"  °^**- 

once,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  duty,  distrained  cattle 

trespassing  on  his  master's  land,  and  a  prim&  facie  case  was 

made  out  that  on  the  occasion  in  question  also  the  servant 

had  acted  under  his  master's  authority.    It  is  a  general 

principle  of  law,  that  the  master  is  liable  for  the  mistakes 

VOL.  III.  LL 
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of  his  servant,  acting  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  emploj- 
oient,  and  that  the  acts  of  the  servant  are,  unless  the  con- 
trary be  shewn,  the  acts  of  the  master.  In  the  Attcmejf^ 
General  ▼.  Siddon  {a),  the  responsibility  of-  the  defendant 
was  extended  even  to  the  criminal  act  of  his  servant.  A 
quantity  of  smuggled  tobacco  had  been  detected  in  the 
defendant's  cellar,  and,  in  his  absence,  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  the  tobacco  from  seizure,  his  servant  procured  a 
permit,  which  was  for  the  removal  of  different  tobacco,  and 
produced  it  to  the  excise  officer  as  the  permit  for  the  to*^ 
bacco  in  question ;  the  defendant  was  thereupon  held  liable 
to  the  penalty  for  unduly  using  a  permit.  Bayley  B.  there 
observed,  "  The  master  was  certainly  at  liberty  to  have  pro* 
duced  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  that  primft 
facie  case ;  but  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  rebut  that 
case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  was  rightly  left  to  the  jury, 
and  that  the  jury  were  bound  to  consider  it  as  being  the 
master's  act."  In  that  case  there  was  no  evidence  of  adop* 
tion  of  the  servant's  act  by  his  master,  except  that  which 
was  furnished  by  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  act  having 
been  done  for  the  supposed  benefit  and  protection  of  the 
master.  In  Michael  v.  Alestree,  8cc.  {b),  an  action  was 
brought  against  the  master  and  servant  for  an  injury  done 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  servant  in  exercising  his  master's 
horses  in  Lincoln's  Inn  Fields.  The  master,  although 
absent,  was  held  responsible,  because  it  was  intended 
that  he  sent  the  servant  there  to  train  the  horses.  The 
numerous  cases  of  negligent  driving  also  supply  illustra* 
tions  of  the  same  doctrine;  and  in  Brucker  v.  Fromoni{c\ 
which  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  for  the  neg- 
ligent driving  of  his  servant,  it  was  decided  that  the  decla- 
ration properly  alleged  the  act  to  have  been  done  by  the 
defendant  himself.  So  in  Gregory  v.  Piper  {d\  where  the 
defendant  ordered  a  servant  to  lay  down  a  quantity  of 


(a)  1  C.  &  J.  9S0. 
(6)  2  Lev.  172;  See  TurbervUle 
y,  StampCf  1  Ld.  Raym.  264. 


(c)  6  T.  R.  659. 

(d)  9  B.h  C.  591;  S.  C.  4 
Man.  &  Ry.  500. 
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rubbishy  near  a  neighbour's  wall^  but  so  that  it  might  not  1838. 
touch  the  wall,  and  some  of  the  rubbish,  after  it  had  been 
put  up,  ran  against  the  wall,  the  defendant  was  made  liable 
in  trespass.  In  Goodman  v.  KenmU{a)  also,  a  person 
occasionally  employed  by  the  defendant  as  his  servant, 
being  sent  by  him  on  his  business,  took  the  horse  of 
another  person,  in  whose  service  he  also  worked,  and  in 
going  rode  over  the  plaintiff;  and  it  was  held  to  have  been 
properly  left  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  horse 
was  taken  with  the  implied  consent  of  the  defendant ;  and 
the  verdict  being  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  re- 
fused to  disturb  it.  The  plaintiff  has  also  a  right  to  pray 
in  aid  the  defendant's  plea  of  justification,  by  which  he 
admits  that  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  distrained  by  his  au- 
thority, and  justifies  the  distress  (A).  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
I  do  not  think  the  plea  involves  such  an  admission  of  the 
act ;  it  rather  means,  supposing  that  I  did  the  act,  I  had  a 
right  to  do  it.  There  is  a  rule  now  pending  in  this  Court 
in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  a  tailor's  bill.  The  defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue  and  infancy,  and  disputed,  at  the 
trial  before  me,  the  fact  of  the  goods  having  been  supplied. 
I  certainly  did  tell  the  jury  on  that  occasion  that  I  could 
not  shut  my  eyes  to  the  plea  of  infancy,  which,  as  it  then 
appeared  to  me,  admitted  that  the  goods  had  been  supplied, 
and  assigued  a  reason  why  the  defendant  should  not  pay 
for  them.  It  remains  to  be  seen  whether  I  was  right  in  so 
directing  them(c).]  The  principle  of  all  the  cases  is,  that 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  master  has  authorized 
the  act  of  the  servant. 

Lord  Dbnmak  C.  J. — ^The  ruling  of  the  learned  judge 
at  the  trial  appears  to  me  to  have  been  quite  proper.  The 
Mt  of  the  servant  in  driving  the  horse  back  from  the  high- 

(o)  1  M.  &  p.  241.  be  made  use  of  on  another  iuoe  ; 

(6)  See  Stracy  v.  Blakty  1  Mec.  &  and  Fairfax  v.  Empton,  ante,  385. 

Wels.  168 ;  where  it  was  held  that  (c)  This  case  has  since  been  set- 

an  admission  in  one  plea  cannot  tkd. 

h  1,2 
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1B38.  vray  on  to  his  master's  land,  for  the  express  purpose  of  dis- 
training it,  was  clearly  wrongful ;  and  this  wrongful  act  was 
not  in  any  way  traced  to  the  authority  of  the  master  by  tlie 
evidence  given,  that  he  had  on  former  occasions  authorized 
his  servant  to  make  other  distresses  which  were  not  at  all 
wrongful.  In  the  cases  of  negligent  driving,  the  defendant 
has  been  held  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  his  servant  in 
doing  a  lawful  act  negligently,  but  here  the  act  done  is 
altogether  unlawful.  In  the  Attorney  ^General  v.  Riddle  {a), 
the  defendant,  a  paper-maker,  was  charged  with  having 
sent  out  paper,  not  properly  labelled,  according  to  Ihe 
excise  acts.  Evidence  was  offered  to  shew  that  the  act 
charged  was  done  by  his  wife  in  his  absence ;  it  was  cer- 
tainly held  that  this  evidence  was  admissible,  and  that  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  act  of  tUe 
wife,  under  the  circumstances,  was  done  under  the  autho- 
rity of  the  husband.  But  in  that  case  it  appeared  that  the 
wife,  in  her  husband's  absence,  habitually  acted  in'tlie 
business;  that  she  had  frequently  sent  notices,  in  the  way 
of  business,  to  the  excise  officers  ;  and  that  on  one  occasion 
she  was  employed  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the  duty  in 
arrear.  No  similar  evidence  of  authority  was  given  iii  this 
case,  the  rule  therefore  must  be  refused. 

LiTTLED ALE  J.  concurred. 

Patteson  J. — In  the  cases  cited  of  negligent  driving, 
the  servant  has  had  the  authority  of  his  master  to  do  ttie 
particular  act,  namely,  to  drive  along  the  higliwayi  whicli is 
perfectly  lawful  in  itself;  and  he  has  been  made  chargeable, 
because  the  act,  so  authorized  by  him,  has  been  done  neg- 
ligently. But  if  the  servant  drives  wilfully  against  another, 
the  master  is  not  chargeable  for  the  injury  done ;  ncivi^  the 
present  case  is  more  analogous  to  the  case  of  injury,  hy  wil- 
fully bad  driving,  for  as  parties  must  be  supposed  to  knbw 

(a)  8  C.  &  J.  403. 
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the  law,  the  taking  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  wiifully  wrong-        1838. 
ful  {  it  was  not  a  lawful  act  negligently  done«  but'  an  act 
altogether  unlawful. 


Lyons 

V. 

Martin. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


The  Queen  v.  Ledgard.  Tut»day, 

-^  June  5th. 

viUO  warranto  information  against  the  defendant  for  ex-     i.  The  re- 

^ercisiog  the  office  of  councillor  of  the  borough  of  Poole.      ^""jj^fi^S^ 
Pleas:    1.  That  at  an  election  of  councillors  of  the  ofcoundllore, 
borough^  on  the  26th  December,   1835,  according  lo  the  5&*e  |fi//.4^ 
provisions  of  the  Corporation  Amendment  Act,  (5  &  6  c.  76,  has 
Will.  4,  c.  76,}  the  defendant  was  duly  qualified  and  entitled,  ministerial 
ajccording  to  the  act,  to  be  elected  a  councillor,  and  that,  ^"^y  ^^  P*"^ 
being  so  entitled  and  qualified,  he  was  duly  ascertained  to  iog  the  can- 
be  one  of  the  candidates  who  had  a  majority  of  votes,  and  jj^^^fk '*!??. 
thereupon  was  duly  declared  to  be  and  was  elected;  that  tual  majority  of 
he  made  the  required  declaration  and  was  duly  admitted  to  ^^^^'nce  to" 
tlpe  office,  &c.     2.  That  the  defendant,  being  duly  qualified  their  possess- 
in  that  behalf,  was  at  the  said  election  declared  by  the  his  judgment, 
mayor,  then  being  the  returning  officer,  to  have  been  elected  ^^^  .Pr^P^f 
councillor,  &c.  and  where,  to 

Replications:  1,  to  the  first  plea,  That  the  defendant  ^^^"J|;^^„"^^ 
at  th|B  said  election  was  not  duly  ascertained  to  have  a  the  office  of 
ipajority  of  votes  at  the  said  election,  and  was  not  duly  defendant' 

pleaded  that 

"iit'waii  duly  elected,  und  hsue  was  joined  thereon,  it  was  held  sufficient  for  the  relator 
fp  if  rove  al  the  trial  that  other  candidates  had  the  actual  majorityi  without  proving 

'  their  Oualification. 

>.  )0.  The  voting  papers  gii'en  in  at  the  election  of  councillors,  which  by  section  35  the 
maj[or  is  to  cause  to  be  kept  in  the  town-clerk's  office  for  six  months  after  the  election, 

'  ni^  not  such  public  documents  as  to  prove  themselves  on  production  from  the  proper 
idtisliidy*  Where,  therefore,  sueh  papers  having  been  handed  over  by  the  mayor  to  the 
town-clerk,  were  by  his  clerk  delivered  over  to  the  clerk  of  the  succeeding  town-clerk* 
'^o  prod  treed  them  at  the  trial;  it  was  held,*  (hat  the  former  town-clerk  also  should 

vMt^  been  called  to  prore  tbaitlie  paints  transmitted  by  him  were  the  same  which  he 
hao  received  from  the  mayor. 

3.  Quare,  In  quo  warranto  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  the  election  of  councillorsi 
cao  the  title  of  the  burgesses  who  voted  be  gone  into  ? 


The  Queen 
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1898.  declared  to  be,  and  was  not  duly  elected  a  councillor  of  the 
•aid  borough;  concluding  to  the  country.  2,  to  the  second 
plea.  That  though  true  it  is  that  the  defendant  was  declared 
Lbdoard.  |jy  ijjg  gjyj  mayor  to  have  been  elected  councillor,  yet  that 
in  truth  and  in  fact  that  the  defendant  was  not  duly  elected, 
8cc.    Verification. 

Rejoinders:  1.  Joining  issue  as  to  the  replication  to  the 
first  plea.  2.  As  to  the  replication  to  the  second  plea,  that 
the  defendant  was  duly  elected  councillor  in  manner  and 
form.    Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Alderson  B.,  at  the  Dorset- 
shire summer  assizes,  1836.  The  defendant  made  out  a 
prim&  facie  case,  by  proving  that  at  the  election  in  Decem- 
ber, 1B36,  he  was  returned  by  the  mayor  as  one  of  the  nine 
councillors  elected  for  the  south-east  ward  of  the  borough. 
The  counsel  for  the  relator  then  opened  the  following  case 
in  answer: — that  at  the  election  in  question  there  were  two 
contending  parties,  the  one  called  the  mayor's  party,  and 
the  other  the  town  party.  The  mayor's  party  furnished 
nine,  and  the  other  party  two  candidates,  namely,  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Major,  and  that  these  two,  together  with 
seven  of  their  opponents,  were  elected;  that  the  majority 
of  the  defendant  and  Major  was  fraudulently  obtained,  by 
some  persons  having  delivered  in  fictitious  voting  papers, 
in  the  names  of,  and  in  addition  to  the  papers  actually 
delivered  in  by,  the  bonft  fide  voters;  that  duplicate  voting 
papers  were  delivered  in  in  the  names  of  seven  voters,  in 
the  name  of  one  a  triplicate,  and  that  two  of  the  voting 
papers  were  torn;  and  that  if  in  all  these  cases  the  genuine 
papers  only  had  been  counted,  the  defendant  and  Major 
would  have  been  in  a  minority.  In  support  of  this  case, 
Mr.  Arnold,  who  had  been  elected  town-clerk  on  the  lat 
January,  1836,  produced  the  voting  papers,  which  he  stated 
he  had  received,  on  4he  4th  January,  from  the  clerk  of  his 
predecessor,  who  was  town-clerk  at  the  time  of  the  election; 
that  they  were  brought  to  his  office  locked  up  in  a  box,  the 
key  of  which  was  given  to  his  clerk,  and  that  they  had  been 


Ledgard. 
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inspected,  while  in  his  possession,  by  several  burgesses, 
under  section  35  of  the  Municipal  Act.  It  was  objected 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  these  papers  were  not  v. 

admissible  in  evidence,  as  they  had  not  been  properly  traced 
from  the  mayor  to  the  custody  of  the  witness.  The  learned 
judge,  however,  on  reference  to  the  35th  section  (a),  ad- 
BUtted  them  as  coming  from  the  proper  custody,  and  as 
being,  like  the  poU-book,  the  proper  record  of  the  election, 
and  therefore  conclusive  in  those  cases  in  which  they  were 
unambiguous.  But,  in  the  cases  of  the  duplicate  and  the 
other  doubtful  papers,  he  received  the  testimony  of  the 
voters  and  other  persons  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  which 
were  the  genuine  voting  papers.  The  effect  of  this  inquiry 
being  that  the  defendant  had  not  a  majority  of  such  voting 
papers,  his  counsel  proposed  to  impeach  the  title  to  be  on 
the  burgess  roll  of  some  burgesses  who  had  voted  against 
the  defendant.  The  learned  judge  however  ruled  that,  as 
their  names  appeared  on  the  burgess  roll,  their  title  could 
not  be  questioned  in  the  proceedings  against  the  defendant. 
It  was  then  further  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  the 
fclator  was  bound  to  prove  the  qualification  of  all  the  nine 
candidates  of  the  town  party,  because  the  election  of  the 
defendant  could  only  be  invalidated  by  proving  the  election 
of  other  persons  being  duly  qualified  for  the  office  of  coun- 
cillor. The  relator  was  not  able  to  give  the  required  evi- 
dence, but  the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  no  such 

(a)  *'  The  mayor  and  assessors  clerk  during  six  calendar  months, 

shall  examine  the  voting  papers  at  the  least,  after  every  such  elec- 

so  delivered  a^  aforesaid,  for  the  tion;    and  the  town-clerk  shall 

purpose  of  ascertaining  which  of  permit  any  burgess  to  inspect  the 

the  several  persons  voted  for  are  voting  papers  of  any  year,  on 

elected,  and  so  many  of  such  per-  payment   of  U.  for   every  such 

sons  being  equal  to  the  number  search;  and  the  mayor  shall  pub- 

of  persons  then  to  be  chosen,  as  lish  a  list  of  the  names  of  the 

shall  have  the  greatest  number  persons  so  elected,  not  later  than 

of  votes,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  two  of  the  clock  in  the  afternoon 

elected,  &c.;  and  the  mayor  shall  of  the  day  next  but  one  following 

cause  the  voting  papers  to  be  the  day  of  such  election/'  &c. 
kept  in  the  office  of  the  townr 
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tSM^        issue  was  raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  directed  a  verdict  fot 
J^^y^^      the  crown,  reserving  leave  to  move  to   enter  ibe  verdict 
V.  for  the  defendant,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  the  contrafy 

Ledoard.     opinion. 

Bompa$  Serjt.,  in  the  Michaelmas  term  following,  ob- 
tained a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  accordingly,  or  for  a 
new  trial,  if  the  Court  should  think  the  objections  taken  tx 
the  trial  were  sustainable. 

First  point :  Erie,  Cratoder,  and  Newman,  now  shewed  cause.  I.  Thfc 
ofViminicmal  ^^^'"g  papers  were  properly  admitted,  without  any  other 
election  pro-  proof  than  that  they  came  from  tlie  proper  custody.  Sy 
duced  from         .,.,.,      y-,  •        a         ■  *      ^i. 

the  custody  of  the  35th  section  of  the  Corporation  Act,  the  mayor,  after  tne 

'roveT*^***^^'  election,  is  to  cause  them  to  be  kept,  during  six  calendar 
selves.  months  after  the  election,'  in  the  office  of  the  town-cletk, 

where  they  are  to  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  any  of  the 
burgesses.  They  are  therefore  documents  of  a  public  na- 
ture, which  are  usually  authenticated  by  the  mere  prodtic- 
tion  of  them  by  a  clerk  from  the  proper  office.  Thtiir  tfie 
custom-house  copy  of  the  searcher's  report  proves  the 
actual  shipment  of  the  goods  therein  specified;  Johnson  \. 
Ward  {a).  The  book  kept  at  the  Sick  and  Hurt  Office,  in 
which  are  copied  returns  made  by  officers  in  the  navy,  is 
evidence  of  a  seaman's  death;  Wallace  v.  Cook{h)\'ii1^d 
the  book  from  the  Master's  office  is  evidence  that  a  parti- 
cular person  is  an  attorney;  Rex  v.  Crossley  (c).  The  d-edit 
given  to  a  will  thirty  years  old{d),  and  to  parish  books,'6n 
their  production  from  the  proper  custody,  furnishes  other 
instances.  It  was  not  therefore  necessary  to  trace  ihe 
voting  papers  in  this  case  from  the  mayor  to  the  former 
town-clerk^  and  from  him  to  his  successor,  who  produced 
Secotid  point:  them  at  the  trial.  II.  It  was  not  competent  to  the  defeitd- 
aquowarranto  °"^'  ^"  ^'^  inquiry  into  his  title  to  the  office  of  councillor,' to 
"k^^^'cT  r"°i*      canvass  the  qualification  of  the  burgesses  who  voted  Jigaiist 


that  defendant 


(a)  6  Esp.  47.  {d)  See  RancUffe  v.  Forkym,  6 

(6)  5  Esp.  117.  Dow,  149. 

(c)  S  Esp.  526. 
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bm.,.  JS^ex  V.  Hughes  {a)  and  Symmers  v.  Regem(b),  are  1838. 

{^Xipress  authorities  that  under  the  old  corporation  system,  rpT^'X!/ 

on  the  trial  of  the  right  of  the  elected  to  a  corporate  fran-  t;. 

chise,  the  right  of  the  electors  to  their  corporate  franchise  I-eocabd. 

capnot  be  gone  into.     The  recent  Corporation  Act  has  ^^^,  "?5  ^^ 
.       .  "^  majonty  of 

ma^deno  alteration  in  the  law  in  this  respect.     By  the  18th  votes,  he  can- 

seqtioo  the  burgess  lists  are  to  be  revised  every  year,  when  "^^  iuj^of 
a  direct  opportunity  is  afforded  of  examining  into  the  claim  the  electors 
of  any  burgess  to  be  put  on  the  roll.     By  the  2$d  section,  against  him. 
tbf  lists  so  revised  are  to  be  delivered  to  the  town  clerk, 
,iti[)K>.  is  to  copy  the  lists  into  a  book;  ''  and  every  such 
h0ok,  in  which  the  said  burgess  lists  shall  have  been  copied, 
#ball  be  the  burgess  roll  of  the  burgesses  of  such  borough 
.f^n^tled  to  vote,  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  in  the  choice  of 
Ih^  couacillors,"  &c.    The  529th  section  also  is  to  the  same 
.effect,  and  is  expressed  in  the  most  direct  terms:  ''Every 
l^urgess  of  any  borough,  who  shall  be  inrolled  on  the  bur- 
gees jf^oll  for  the  time  being  of  such  borough,  shall  be  enti* 
.IJed.  to  FOte  in  the  election  of  councillors,"  &c.    This  section 
.a^ems  intended  to  preclude  all  question  as  to  what  may  be 
,  called  the  opening  of  the  register.    [Lord  Denman  C.  J.  We 
,  need  not  hear  you  at  present  on  the  other  point,  as  to  the 
.,ne<;e^9i^  of  proving  the  qualification  of  the  candidates 
.,j9pp08ed  to  the  defendant.] 

1   . ,  J^QfHpas  Serjt.,  Barstow,  Bond,  and  Butt,  contrsl.    I.  The  Third  point  j 

relator  was  bound  to  prove  that  the  nine  candidates  of  the  rantouiforma^ 
.  party  opposed  to  the  defendant  were  properly  qualified.  i\o?  for  eier- 
.That  these  qualified  persons  were  elected  was  the  only  office  of  town 
.  ground  for  contending  that  the  defendant  was  not  elected,  co^ncillo*'*  die 
Where  a  disqualification,  or  some  restriction  to  a  particular  bound  toprove 
.  dass  of  the  right  to  fill  an  office,  is  created  by  a  subsequent  ciahnine'^r^ 
.,  statute;^  it  may  not  be  necessary  for  a  person  elected  to  against  the  de- 
fffove  his  qualification  in  the  first  instance.     But  here  the  elected  is 
very  statute,  which  gives  the  authority  to  elect,  imposes  duly  qdalificd. 
also  the  qualification  necessary  to  the  person  elected;  for 

(a)  4  B.  &  C«  368;  5.  C.  6  D.  &  R.  443.  (b)  Cowp.  489i 
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18S8.        by  the  SOth  section,  the  burgesses  are  to  elect  the  couDcil- 
'^-^'^^^      lors  **  from  the  persons  qualified  to  be  coundllors."    The 
9.  qualification  is  involved  in  and  inseparable  from  the  autho- 

Ledoabd,  rity  to  elect,  and  an  averment  of  the  election  of  a  councillor 
under  this  section  could  not  be  framed,  without  statii^  that 
he  was  elected  '^  from  the  persons  qualified,*'  or  that  he  was 
qualified  and  was  elected.  The  pleas  in  this  case  accord- 
ingly contain  an  averment  that  the  defendant  was  duly  qua* 
lified  and  elected.  The  replication  denies  the  defendant's 
election  in  manner  and  form.  The  ground  of  this  denial 
in  the  replication  is,  that  the  other  nine  candidates  were 
elected;  and  if  this  ground  had  been  put  specially  on  the 
record,  it  would  undoubtedly  have  been  necessary  for  the 
relator  to  aver  that  these  candidates  were  qualified,  and 
then  the  defendant  might  have  rejoined  that  they  were  not 
qualified,  so  as  to  compel  the  relator  to  prove  his  averment 
at  the  trial.  And  even  although  he  has  made  no  such  aver- 
ment, still  he  should  have  proved  their  qualification,  for  his 
whole  case  was  that  they  were  elected,  and  not  the  defend* 
ant,  and  they  could  not  have  been  elected  unless  they  were 
qualified.  [Patteson  J.  The  denial  is  that  you  had  not  the 
majority ;  and  if  those  who  had  the  majority  were  not  qua* 
lified,  a  quo  warranto  may  go  afterwards  against  them.] 
If  notice  had  been  given  that  they  were  not  qualified,  it  is 
clear  that  all  the  votes  given  for  them  would  have  been 
thrown  away;  Queen  v.  Boscaweti{a),  Taylor  v.  Mayor  of 
Bath  {a),  and  Rex  v.  Parry  {b);  and  the  qualification  under 
this  act  being  inseparable  from  the  authority  to  elect,  it  is 
just  the  same  as  if  notice  had  been  given.  IPaitesonJ*  I 
rather  think  that  the  mayor  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  asceiv 
tain  who  has  the  majority  of  votes,  without  exercising  any 
judgment  at  all  upon  the  qualification  of  candidates.]  The 
S5th  section  requires  the  mayor  and  assessors  to  *^  examine 
the  voting  papers ;"  from  which  it  should  seem  that  he  has 
some  discretionary  power  assigned  to  him. 

(a)  Cited  by  Lord  Ellmborough     317. 
C.  J.,  in  lUx  V.  Hawkim,  10  East,        (6)  14  East,  549. 
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II.  The  voting  papers  were  received  in  evidence  without        1888. 
proper  authentication.    They  were  not  admissible  at  all ;    J^^^X"^^ 
fttill  less  were  they^  like  the  poll-book,  conclusive  between  v. 
the  parties.     They  had  no  claim  to  the  character  of  public     I-^^oabd. 
documents  merely  because  they  are  required  by  the  act  to 

be  kept  in  a  particular  way.  If  they  were  public  docu-  First  point. 
mentSi  a  copy  of  them  might  have  been  given  in  evidence, 
which  will  hardly  be  contended  for.  By  section  65,  di- 
rections are  given  concerning  the  custody  of  the  deeds  and 
muniments  of  the  corporation.  Can  it  be  said  that  they 
also  are  therefore  public  documents,  and,  if  produced  from 
such  custody,  that  they  would  prove  themselves?  Accord- 
ing to  the  general  principles  of  evidence,  these  voting 
papers  should  have  been  identified  as  the  papers  received 
by  the  mayor,  and  by  him  handed  over  to  the  prior  town- 
clerk,  from  whom  they  came  to  the  witness  who  pro- 
duced them.  In  Johnson  v.  Ward  {a)  and  JRex  v.  Cross- 
ley  (6),  which  have  been  cited  on  the  other  side,  the 
papers  received  in  evidence  had  been  made  by  a  public 
officer  accredited  for  that  purpose ;  and  parish  books  are 
excepted  from  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence  by  sta- 
tute (c).  Proof  of  the  execution  of  ancient  deeds  and  wills 
is  dispensed  with  on  account  of  the  necessity  of  the  case, 
because  the  witnesses  are  supposed  to  be  dead ;  and 
proof  of  the  sailor's  death,  as  in  the  case  cited,  stands 
on  the  same  ground  of  necessity,  because  the  officers  who 
make  the  returns  are  dispersed  in  various  parts  of  the 
world. 

III.  It  was  competent  to  the  defendant,  on  this  inquiry  Second  point. 
into  the  validity  of  his  election,  to  attack  the  title  of  bur- 
gesses who  voted  against  him.     By  the  Idth  section,  a  list 

is  to  be  made  out  of  persons  entitled  to  be  inroUed  as  bur- 
gesses. The  £9th  section  certainly  enacts,  that  '*  any  bui^ 
ge8s>  who  shall  be  inrolled,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  ;*'  but 
this  must  be  understood  with  reference  to  the  prior  section, 

(a)  6  Esp.  47.  (0^42  Geo.  3,  c.  46,  s.  3. 

(6)  2  Esp.  59Q, 
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and  to  the  32d  section,  which  prescribes  the  mode  in  whicJi 

''  every  burgess  entitled  to  vote/'  shall  vote.  These  clauses* 
The  QuEEK       ,  f  .  .^    .^     . 

9.  taken  togetheri  appear  to  mean  that  a  person  must  be  boto 

Ledoabb.  g  burgess  and  be  also  on  the  roll,  in  order  to  have  a  vote ; 
that  is|  that  he  roust  be  both  entitled  to  be  inrolled  and 
be  actually  inrolled.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the 
act  itself  to  preclude  the  opening  of  the  register.  The  au- 
thorities cited  merely  shew  that  the  title  of  the  electors 
cannot  be  impeached  through  the  medium  of  a  quo  war- 
ranto against  the  elected,  when  the  electors  themselves 
possess  such  a  corporate  franchise  as  may  itself  be  made 
the  subject  of  a  quo  warranto.  [^Patteson  J.  In  the  Hor^ 
sham  case  (a),  it  was  held,  that  quo  warranto  would  lie 
against  a  person  claiming  to  vote  by  virtue  of  a  burgage 
tenement.]  There  is  no  burgage  tenement  in  this  case ; 
the  burgesses  do  not  act,  except  by  voting,  so  that  their 
acta  can  only  be  questioned  in  this  way.  [Erie  mentioned 
the  case  of  Rex  v.  Harwood{b),  to  shew  that  an  information 
would  lie  against  a  person  claiming  to  be  a  freeman  of  a 
city.]  In  Rex  v.  Hebden  (c),  the  title  of  the  persons  under 
whom  the  defendant  claimed  to  have  been  elected  was 
investigated/ 

Third  point.  Lord  Denman  C.J. — The  first  question  is,  wheth.^f 

the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for 
him,  on  the  ground  that  no  proof  was  given  that  the  candi- 
dates in  competition  with  him  at  the  election  were  duly 
qualified  to  be  councillors.  The  defendant  has  pleade4» 
that  he  himself,  being  a  qualified  person,  was  duly  elected. 
On  this,  issue  is  taken  in  the  replication,  and  it  is  said,  that 
if  the  replication  were  fully  expanded,  so  as  to  plead  the 
election  of  other  persons  as  an  answer  to  the  supposed 
election  of  the  defendant,  it  could  not  have  dispensed  wi^h 
an  averment  that  those  other  persons  were  duly  qualified; 

(fl)  Qted  In  a  note  to  ^x  V.      v.  Pepper,  3  N.  &  P.  155. 
Afetfi,  S  T.  R.  599.  (c)  e  Str.  1 109. 

(6)  8  East,  177;  and  see  Rex 
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that,  as  this  would  necessarily  be  the  course  of  pleading,         1838. 

if  the  real  answer  to  the  defendant's  case  had  been  put  on    ,^   ^ 

-      ,  The  Qu£EN 

the  record,  the  course  of  proof  at  the  trial  should  have  «, 

been  the  same,  and  the  election  of  other  persons  should     I-k»oa»'^- 
not  have  been  admitted  as  any  answer  to  the  defendant's 
election,  without  proof  that  they  were  duly  qualified.   The 
SOth   section,  which   provides    that   the   burgesses    shall 
"  elect  from  the  persons  qualified/*  may  appear  to  give 
some  countenance  to  this  argument.     But,  on  considering 
the  mode  of  election,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  return 
is  to  be  made,  by  the  d5th  section,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  proposed  construction  is  erroneous,  and  that  there  is 
no  ground  for  entering  the  verdict  for  the  defendant.    The 
£8th  section  mentions  what  persons  shall  be  disqualified ; 
and  as  no  objection  appears  to  have  been  made  at  the  elec- 
tion to  the  candidates,  as  labouring  under  disqualification, 
we  must  assume  that  they  were  properly  qualified.    The 
mayor  had  nothing  to  do  but  to  return  those  who  had  the 
actual  majority ;  and,  supposing  it  to  have  been  proved  at 
the  trial,  that  other  candidates  had  such  a  majority  over  the 
defendant,  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  must  also  be  discharged. 
This  brings  us  to  the  question,  whether  the  papers  received  First  point. 
at  the  trial  were  legitimate  evidence  of  the  votes  given  at 
the  eleiction.     It  is  said  that  the  35th  section  makes  them 
public  documents,  and  excludes  the  necessity  of  any  veri- 
fication of  them  beyond  what  is  afforded  by  their  coming 
from  the  proper  custody,  which  is  that  of  the  town-clerk 
for  the  time  being.     But  we  should  do  much  more  than 
give  effect  to  this  clause,  if  we  were  to  say  either  that 
such  papers  were  conclusive  like  the  poll-book,  or  that  they 
could  be  received  as  evidence  at  all,  without  any  explana- 
tion to  shew  that  they  were  what  they  purported  to  be ; 
or  to  trace  them  from  their  original  custody  to  that  of 
the  witness  who  produced  them.   We  think,  therefore,  that 
there  has  been  a  misreception  of  evidence,  and  that  there 
must  be  a  new  trial.     It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the 
other  point. 
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1836.  LinxBDALB  J.— I  agree  with  my  Lord  that  there  is 

.p^^"^^^  no  ground  for  entering  the  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and 

V.  that,  with  respect  to  the  voting  papers,  they  were  not  pro* 

■ooARD.  p^|.jy  j^ijp^j^     I  jjj  jjQi  gj^y  jj  would  be  necessary  to  call 

the  voter  to  prove  what  papers  he  gave  to  the  mayor,  but 
First  point.       the  former  town-clerk  ought  certainly  to  have  been  called 
to  prove  that  the  papers  handed  over  to  his  successor  were 
received  from  the  mayor. 

Patteson  J. — ^1  am  of  the  same  opinon  on  both  points. 

Third  point.  The  elector  must  take  it  upon  himself  to  decide  whether 
the  candidate  for  whom  he  votes  is  properly  qualified  or 
not.  The  returning  officer  has  nothing  but  tlie  ministerial 
duty  to  discharge,  of  returning  the  candidate  who  has  the 
actual  majority.  It  would  obviously  encourage  partiality 
and  fraud  to  allow  him  to  exercise  judicial  functions 
with  respect  to  qualification,  end  to  return  the  candidate 
who  is  in  a  minority,  on  the  ground  that  his  opponent  is 
not  properly  qualified.  It  appears  to  me  that,  even  if  the 
relator  had  specially  replied  the  election  of  others  than  the 
defendant,  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  proving 
their  qualification. 

First  point.  As  to  the  other  point  about  the  voting  papers,  though 

the  act  does  not  constitute  them  a  record  of  the  election^ 
yet  I  think  that  they  are  the  proper  evidence  of  it,  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  papers  produced  at  the  trial 
were  the  uime  papers  that  were  given  in  at  the  election.  The 
witness  said  he  received  them  in  a  box  from  the  clerk  of  the 
former  town*-clerk.  The  least  that  could  have  been  done, 
therefore,  especially  where  there  is  so  much  room  for 
trickery,  on  account  of  these  papers  being  open  to  public  in* 
spection,  was,  to  call  the  former  town-clerk  and  his  clerk  to 
prove  that  the  identical  papers  were  handed  over  to  them  by 
the  mayor.  Perhaps  the  mayor  ought  to  have  been  called, 
but  that  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  determine,  or  whether 
the  voters  also  should  have  been  called  to  prove  what 
papers  they  gave  to  the  mayor.     In  the  criminal  courts. 
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where  the  identity  of  property,  which  has  passed  through        i838. 

several  hands,  is  material,  not  a  single  link  in  the  chain  is      ^•^^^^^^ 
J.  J     '.t  The  Queen 

dispensed  with.  ^^ 

Ledoard. 
Williams  J. — It  was  not  denied  that  the  custody  of  the 
papers  was  quite  proper,  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  The  First  point. 
question  was,  what  had  been  the  custody  up  to  that  time, 
and  whether  they  were  the  identical  papers  with  those 
given  in  by  the  voters  at  the  election.  Here  there  was  a 
chasm  in  the  proof,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  new 
trial. 

I  quite  agree  also  on  the  other  point,  that  the  mayor  Third  point. 
has  no  power  of  originating  in  his  own  mind  objections  to 
the  candidates,  and  that  he  has  nothing  to  do  but  to  report 
the  actual  majority. 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 
Rule  discharged  for  entering  the 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 


Pabnabt  and  others  v.  The  Lancaster  Canal 

Company.  Wednesday, 

June  6th. 
Case.  The  declaration  stated,  that  by  the  32  Geo.  3,  (local)  An  act  of  par- 
intituled  "  An  Act  for  making  and  maintaining  a  navigable  ^^^™®"j  ^^^' 
Canal  from  Kirkby  Kendal,  in  the  County  of  Westmoreland,  Company  for 
to  West  Houghton,  in  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  mak^ng^and*' 

and  also  a  navigable  Branch  from  the  said  intended  Canal  maintaining  a 

•t>        •  •  ««T  ^  .1       canal  to  be 

at  or  near  Borwick  to  or  near  Warton  Cragg,  and  also  passable  for 

another  navigable  Branch  from  at  or  near  Gale  Moss  by  °°*'*'    ^^^ 
°  ^  ,  ^  •'    persons  were 

Chorley  to  or  near  Duxbury,  in  the  said  County  Palatine  to  be  allowed 
of  Lancaster,"  it  was  enacted,  that  certain  persons  should  canarand'  ^ 

certain  tolls 
were  payable  by  them  to  the  company.  The  act  also  provided,  in  case  of  obstruction 
by  any  sunken  vessel,  the  owners  of  which  should  not  weigh  it  up  within  a  certain  time, 
that  it  ihould  be  Uxuful  for  the  Company  to  do  so,  and  to  keep  the  same  till  payment 
were  made  of  all  expenses  thereof: — Held,  that  these  words  were  compulsory  upon  the 
Company,  and  that  they  were  liable,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  for  an  injury  occasioned 
by  thair  non^reoiOTal  in  dae  time  of  a  sunken  vessel. 
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be   united   into  a  Company  for  the  carrying  cm,  com- 
pleting and  maintaining  the  said  intended  navigable  canal 
passable   for  boats,    iScc.,  and   that  it  should   be  lawful 
for  the  said   Company  to  take   for   their  own  use  the 
rates  and  duties  in  the  act  mentioned,  and  that  all  per- 
sons should  have  free  liberty  to  navigate  upon  the  canal. 
And  that  if  any  boat  or  vessel  should  be  placed  or  lie 
abreast  or  athwart  in  any  part  of  the  said  canal,  8cc.,  not 
being  moored  at  both  ends,  or  if  any  person  or  persons 
navigating  any  boat  or  vessel  should  wilfully  obstruct  the 
navigation  of  the  said  canal,  by  means  of  such  boat  or  vessel, 
and  the  person  having  the  care  of  such  boat  or  vessel  should 
not  immediately,  upon  request,  moor  the  same  at  both  ends, 
or  remove,  stop,  or  effectually  secure  the  same,  as  the  case 
should  require,  every  person  so  offending  should  for  every 
such  offence  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding  lOs.  nor  less  than 
5s*,  and  also  a  like  sum  for  every  hour  such  neglect  or  ob- 
struction should  continue,  and  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  agents  or  servants  of  the  Company  to  cause  any  such 
boat  or  vessel  to  be  unloaded,  if  necessary,  and  to  be  re- 
moved in  such  manner  as  should  be  proper  for  preventing 
such  obstruction  in  the  navigation,  and  to  seize  or  detain 
such  boat  or  other  vessel,  and  the  loading  thereof,  or  any 
part  of  such  loading,  until  the  charges  occasioned  by  such 
unloading  and  removal  were  paid;  and  that  if  any  boat  or 
vessel  should  be  sunk  in  the  said  canal,  and  the  owner  or 
owners,  or  person  or  persons  having  the  care  of  such  boat 
8cc.,  should  not  within  twenty-four  hours  weigh  or  draw  up 
the  same,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  agents  or  servants  of 
the  company  to  cause  such  boat  or  vessel  to  be  weighed 
or  drawn  up,  and  to  detain  and  keep  the  same  till  payment 
were  made  of  all  the  expenses  thereby  necessarily  occasioned. 
That  the  canal  had  been  completed,  and  that  the  Company 
had  been  accustomed  to  take  rates  and  duties  in  respect  of 
boats  and  vessels  passing  along  the  canal:  that  tlie  plaintiffs 
were  owners  of  a  fly-boat,  wherewith  they  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  pass  and  repass  along  the  canal,  paying  to  the 
Company  therefore  such  rates  and  duties  as  were  allowed 
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bxAbe  awl  f^t:.  that  on  the  l9t  March,  1636,  a  certain 
l)9at  9wk  in  the  canal,  and  lay  athwart  the  same,  and  waa 
n^oored  only  at  one  end,  and  obstructed  the  navigation  of 
th^jcanalf  so  that  boats  and  vessels  passing  in  the  day-time 
cp«ld  with  diflScuity  avoid  or  pass  such  obstructioni  and 
b^to  passing  at  night  and  in  the  dark  would  be  in  great 
4f^UgfiY  pf  striking  against  the  same.  Yet  the  Company,  by 
t))0ir  servants,  did  not  perform  their  duty  in  the  premises, 
lH|t,Mrh4^]Iy  neglected  the  same  in  tliis,  to  wit,  that  although 
t^on|y*four  boars  had  elapsed  before  the  accruing  of  the 
diimia^  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  although  the  Company 
itijgbt  have  required  the  owners  or  persons  having  the  care 
9f^lhe,9aid  boat,  to  moor  the  same  at  both  ends,  or  to 
vfinn^vQ  &c«,  and  to.  weigh  and  draw  up  the  same,  and  if  the 
a^M^e..  had  not  iberetipon  been  done  without  loss  of  time, 
inig^t  and  ought  to  have  caused  such  boat  to  be  weighed 
ajwi  drawn  up  before  the  time  when  &c.,  and  might  and 
ought  in  the  meantime  to  have  caused  some  light  or  other 
akga^l  tQ  be  so  placed  as  to  enable  persons  guiding  boats  or 
^wnsela  in  that  direction  to  avoid  the  same;  yet  the  Company 
djd  oot  Qor  would  &c.  8lc.,  by  means  whereof  the  fly-boat 
of  ..the  plaintiffs  struck  against  the  boat  so  sunk,  and  was 
gVfMSt^.  damaged,  &<c. 

,  Plea^  no^  guilty. 

;.  .T^jcause  was  tried  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  Liverpool 
^^n^meA' assiaes,  1836.  After  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs  had 
bi^eq  Qpi^ned,  die  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected  that 
\)f§  jBiCU  of  parliament,  upon  which  the  declaration  was 
%9a»9^,  imposed  no  duty  upon  the  defendants  to  remove  the 
^sU^c4iQn  which  had  caused  the  injury  complained  of. 
fl^ri^e  plaintiffs. it  was  contended,  that  the  clause  enabling 
t)|e, Company  to  make  a  canal  and  to  keep  it  navigable  com- 
p^^  them  to  do  so,  and  Hex  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye 
^ibpi^y  Company  {«)  was  relied  upon.  The  learned  judge, 
af(^  conferring  with  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  was  of  opinion  that 
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the  plaintiffs  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  but  allowed  the  cause 
to  go  on,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit,  and  the  plaintiffs  obtained  a  verdict  on  the  merits. 
Cresiwett,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1636,  having  obtained  a 
rule  nisi, 

Alexander,  Wightmafif  G.  Henderson,  and  IhmUnton, 
shewed  cause  (a).  The  question  is,  whether  the  act,  as  set 
out  in  the  declaration,  does  not  make  it  imperative  upon  the 
Company  to  keep  their  canal  navigable  and  free  from  ob- 
structions. The  rule  should  rather  have  been  to  arrest  the 
judgment,  for  the  question  is  completely  raised  on  the  de* 
claration.  The  words  in  the  act,  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful" 
for  the  Company  to  raise  sunken  vessels,  do  not  give  any 
latitude  to  the  Company  to  do  the  act  authorized,  or  to  omit 
to  do  it,  at  their  pleasure.  Permissive  words  in  a  statute 
have  been  frequently  held  to  be  obligatoiy,  for  the  sake  of 
the  public  good ;  Dwarris'a  Statutes  (A),  Rex  v.  The  Com" 
missioners  ofFlockwold  Inclosure{c),  Rex  v.  The  Corpora- 
tion of  Eye{d),  Scales  v.  Pickering  (e),  and  Blakemore  v. 
The  Glamorganshire  Canal  Navigation  (f),  illustrate  this 
point.  Rex  v.  Broderip  (g),  which  may  appear  to  be  an 
authority  the  other  way,  was  decided  on  another  point. 
But  independently  of  the  imperative  words  in  the  act  by 
which  the  Company  is  constituted,  they  are  liable  on  the 
general  principles  of  law  applicable  to  their  peculiar  rela- 
tion to  the  public.  From  the  riglit  of  the  public  to  use  the 
canal,  and  the  right  of  the  Company  to  take  tolls,  there 
results  an  obligation  on  the  Company  to  remove  obstructions 
in  the  canal.  It  is  a  public  highway,  Rex  v.  Trafford{h), 
Rex  V.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Company  (t ),  and  the 


(a)  In  Easter  term  last,  May  4, 
before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patte- 
fOfi  and  Coleridge  Js. 

(h)  VoLii.  p.7t«. 

(c)  2  Chitty,  251. 

(d)  1B.&C.85;  S.  C.2D.& 
R.  172. 


(e)  4Bing.  44a 
(/)  1  Mylne  &  K.  154. 
(g)  5  B.  ^  C.  239;  7  D.  le  R. 
861. 
(A)  1  B.  &  Ad.  874. 
(i)  2  B.  &  Aid.  646. 
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right  of  the  public  to  pass  along  it  is  nugatory,  unless  it  be 
compulsory  on  the  defendants  to  keep  it  in  a  fit  state  for 
the  public  use.  If  one  of  their  own  embankments  had 
fallen  in,  and  had  been  suffered  to  lie  unrepaired,  so  as  to 
impede  the  navigation,  the  defendants  would  certainly  be 
liable.  The  only  difference  between  that  case  and  the  pre- 
sent is,  that  here  the  sunken  vessel,  creating  the  obstruction, 
belonged  to  others;  but  that  circumstance  is  quite  immate- 
rial, for  the  act  gives  the  defendants  express  power  to  weigh 
up  such  a  vessel.  The  liability  of  companies  and  public 
bodies  for  injuries  occasioned  by  their  negligence,  has  been 
established  by  several  cases;  Leader  v,  Moxton{a),  Mat" 
thews  V.  West  London  Waterworks  Company  {b)^  Weld  v.  The 
Gas  Light  Company  (c),  Jones  v.  Bird  (jd).  In  Harris  v. 
Baherie\  Boulton  v.  Crowther  (/),  and  Sutton  v.  Clarke{g\ 
which  may  be  mentioned  on  the  other  side,  the  defendants 
represented  persons  who  had  acted  in  discharge  of  a  public 
duty  and  without  emolument,  as  in  Governor  ifc.  of  Cast 
Plate  Manufacturers  v.  Meredith  (h),  in  which  case,  be- 
sides, a  particular  remedy  had  been  pointed  out  by  the  act. 
The  defendants  in  this  case  are  remunerated  by  tolls,  for 
the  performance  of  the  duties  voluntarily  undertaken  by 
them,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  bring  assumpsit,  in  order 
to  take  advantage  of  the  circumstance  that  they  are  so  re«» 
munerated.  In  The  Proprietors  of  Stourbridge  Canal 
Company  v.  Wheeley  (»),  it  was  considered  as  a  rule  of  con^ 
struction  well  established,  that  any  ambiguity  in  the  lan- 
guage of  acts  like  the  present,  should  operate  in  favour  of 
the  public  (k). 
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(a)  3  Wilson,  461. 

Ih)  3  Camp.  403. 

(c)  1  Stark,  189. 

{(i)  5fi.&Ald.  837;  S.C.  ID. 
&R.497. 

(e)  4  M.  &  S.  27. 

(/)2B.&C.703;  S.C.  4D. 
&  R.  195. 

{g)  6  Taunt.  «9. 


(A)  4  T.  R.  794. 

(i)  2  B.  &  Ad.  792. 

(k)  They  also  argued,  that  under 
the  plea  of  not  guilty  the  defend- 
ants could  not  dispute  the  duty  as 
laid  in  the  declaration,  but  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  renders  it 
unnecessary  to  report  this  part  of 
the  argument. 
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guilty.  On  the  trial  before  my  brother  Coleridge,  the  jury 
fouud  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  to  the  full  extent  of  their 
lo8ii|  but  defendants  obtained  a  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit, 
according  to  leave  reserved,  and  we  have  heard  that  rule 
fully  argued. 

We  do  not  feel  the  smallest  doubt  that  this  action  may 
be  maintained.  The  only  one  of  the  numerous  cases  citedi 
that  appeared  to  point  the  other  way,  is  Harris  v.  Baker  {a), 
where  trustees  of  a  road  were  held  not  liable  to  an  aotion 
for  a  personal  injury  arising  from  the  plaintiff's  wi£e  falling, 
in  the  night-time,  over  a  heap  of  scrapings,  placed  on  the 
road«side  by  defendant^  who  pkiced  no  light  to  give  notice  of 
the  obstruction*  But  that  case  may  be  distinguished,  as  the 
action  was  against  public  officers  who  derived  no  benefit 
from  the  road.  The  present  defendants,  on  the  contrary, 
invite  the  whole  public  to  navigate  on  their  canal,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  tolls  paid.  They  have  lawful  power  to 
make  the  canal  in  all  respects  fit  for  navigation,  aod  particut- 
larly  to  remove  the  kind  of  obstruction  by  which  the  plain** 
tiffs  suffered.  It  is  the  same,  in  principle,  as  if  they 
announced  the  carrying  on  of  a  business  at  premises  acces- 
sible only  by  a  certain  road  over  their  land,  which  was  open 
to  the  public  for  that  purpose,  but  which  they  only,  and  Hot 
the  public,  had  a  right  to  repair,  and  then  left  that  road  in 
so  bad  a  state,  that  a  person's  leg  was  broken,  when  be 
came  to  transact  business  with  them  there.  A  more  famiUar 
example,  and  not  of  very  rare  occurrence,  is  that  of  a  shop* 
keeper  who  leaves  a  trap-door  open  in  his  shop,  and  causes 
a  customer  to  fall  down  and  suffer  injury.  We  think  the 
defendants  are  certainly  liable,  it  is  therefore  needless  to 
enter  upon  the  other  point  made,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  plea 
of  not  guilty. 

Rule  discharged. 


(a)4M.&S.2r. 


Parnaby 


CoicPAMr. 
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a  party  is  liable  to  repair  a  road,  he  is  not  therefore  liable 
for  an  obstruction  on  it  caused  by  others.     Suppose  a  wag- 
gon to  be  overturned  by  others,  and  left  in  a  road,  which  a     ^d"othen 
party  is  liable  to  repair  ratione  tenures,  would  he  be  liable  ^'  ^^^ 

for  the  obstruction?  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  taking  Canal 
tolls  would  make  any  difference.  In  the  case  put,  of  a  wag- 
gon left  in  the  road,  would  the  owner  of  a  toll  traverse  or  toll 
thorough  be  liable  i  Besides,  the  circumstance  that  tolls 
are  taken  by  the  defendants  is  not  material  in  this  form  of 
action,  though  it  might  be  in  assumpsit;  and,  in  truth,  it 
can  never  be  material^  unless  the  defendants  are  also  actors. 
In  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  the  defendants  had  been 
actors,  and  were  held  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by  their 
own  acts,  but  it  is  sought  to  make  these  defendants  liable 
for  the  acts  of  others.  The  clause  in  the  act  empowering 
the  Company  to  weigh  a  sunken  vessel,  cannot  carry  their 
liability  beyond  that  of  the  owners  of  the  vessel,  and  Rex 
V.  Watts  (a)  is  an  authority  that  an  indictment  does  not  lie 
against  the  owner  of  a  vessel  sunk  in  a  navigable  river,  for 
not  removing  it. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — This  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defend- 
ants for  negligence,  in  leaving  a  sunken  barge  in  their  canal, 
which  the  plaintiffs' vessel  ran  against  and  thereby  was  sunk. 
The  declaration  set  forth  portions  of  the  act,  by  which  the 
defendants  were  empowered  to  make  a  canal  passable  for 
all  boats,  and  to  receive  tolls  for  their  passage,  and  to  raise 
such  vessels  as  might  be  sunk  in  their  canal,  if  the  owners 
should  omit  to  do  so  after  twenty-four  hours:  it  then  alleged 
a  duty  in  defendants  to  keep  the  canal  clear  and  safe  for 
navigation,  and  stated  that  the  plaintiffs*  vessel  was  navi- 
gating there,  using  the  canal  and  paying  toll  to  the  defend- 
ants: and  lastly,  described  the  injury  sustained  from  the 
vessel  after  the  twenty-four  hours.     The  only  plea  was,  not 

(a)  2  Eflp.  6r5. 


Keable 

v. 
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18S8.        ^me  he  gave  it  that  the  cheque  would  not  be  paid,  and  that 
the  defendant  sold  them  and  received  the  money  before  the 
action  was  brought. 
Payne.  £e%had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit  in  the  ensuing 

Michaelmas  term,  in  pursuance  of  leave  reserved  by  the 
learned  judge,  on  the  ground  that  the  cheque  was  inad- 
missible in  evidence, 

J3.  Andrews  and  O'MaUey  now  shewed  cause.  Several 
cases  have  decided  that  an  unstamped  instrument  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  for  a  collateral  purpose,  though  not  to 
enforce  an  agreement  between  the  parties.  The  cases  are 
collected  in  £  Stark,  on  Ev.  772,  2d  ed.,  and  they  establish 
the  proposition,  that,  when  a  person  is  charged  with  forgery, 
usury,  or  fraud,  the'  instrument  to  prove  the  offence  is  ad- 
missible though  unstamped.  It  is  not  only  in  criminal 
cases  that  such  evidence  has  been  received,  but  in  all  cases 
where  the  intention  of  the  party  was  required  to  be  pro\«ed ; 
Dover  v.  Maesiaer{a),  Gregory  v.  Fraser(b),  NasA  v.  Diin- 
comb  (c).  The  case  set  up  here  was,  that  Mann  obtained 
the  bullocks  by  fraud ;  it  was  therefore  competent  to  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  giving  the  cheque  in  question  was 
an  ingredient  of  that  fraud.  It  is  clear  that,  if  the  bullocks 
were  obtained  under  such  circumstances,  no  property  in 
them  passed  to  the  defendant,  who  could  have  no  better 
title  than  Mann  possessed;  Earl  of  Bristol  v.  Wilsmore{d), 
Shellejf  V.  Ford{t)\  and  therefore  the  fraud  committed  by 
Mann  was  an  essential  branch  of  the  inquiry.  The  admis- 
sibility in  evidence  of  an  unstamped  draft,  drawn  on  bankers 
who  reside  more  thau  ten  miles  from  the  place  where  it  was 
issued,  was  discussed  in  Rex  v.  Pooley  (/)•  After  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  point  before  the  twelve  judges,  the  prisoner 

(a)  5  £sp.  92.  (</)  1  B.  &  C.  514;  i9.C.  2  D. 

(b)  3  Camp.  454.  &  R.  755. 

(c)  1  Moo.  &  Bob.  104.  (e  )  5  C.  &  P.  SIS. 

(/)3B.&P.311. 
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was  pardoned  upon  another  ground,  and  was  tried  again  for  1838. 
the  offence  laid  in  a  different  form ;  and  at  the  second  trial, 
on  the  cheque  being  tendered  in  evidence,  the  Court  held, 
that  it  was  admissible  for  collateral  purposes,  though  not  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  the  sum  for  which  it  was  drawn. 
[Williams  J.  In  jReor  v.  Gilison  (a),  where  the  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  feloniously  burning  his  house  with  intent  to 
defraud  an  assurance  office,  it  was  held  that  an  unstamped 
policy  was  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  contract. 
The  prisoner  in  that  case  was  not  connected  with  the  in- 
strument, as  in  the  cases  cited  of  forgery  and  usury.]  The 
instrument  there  was  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
necessary  to  prove  a  valid  contract  of  insurance,  for  other- 
wise the  prisoner  could  not  defraud  the  office.  If  the  policy 
was  unstamped,  the  prisoner  could  not  have  recovered 
upon  it,  and  the  office  could  not  be  defrauded.  The 
present  case  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that  the  cheque 
given  by  Marm  was  valueless  and  fraudulent,  and  that 
according  to  Rex  v.  Freeih(b)  the  giving  it  in  payment, 
when  he  knew  it  to  be  valueless,  amounted  to  a  fraudulent 
representation. 

Kelly  and  Gunnings  contrd.  The  cases  cited  are  all  dis- 
tinguishable. For  the  purposes  of  criminal  justice,  the 
strong  words  of  the  statute  of  Attn,  (c)  have  been  got 
over  in  cases  of  forgery ;  and  rightly,  because  that  offence 
could  not  be  proved  except  by  the  production  of  the  in- 
strument itself,  and  a  party  cannot  take  advantage  of  his 
own  wrong.  The  like  principle  has  been  extended  to  cases 
of  usury,  which  is  quasi  an  offence.  But  these  decisions 
are  not  to  be  extended  beyond  the  necessity  of  the  case. 
[Patteson  J*  In  Rex  v.  Fowle  (d)  it  was  held  that,  on  an 
indictment  for  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the 
party,  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  prisoner,  though 

(a)  1  Taunt.  95.  (c)  10  Ann,  c.  19»  s.  105,  per- 

{b)  Ru8S.  &  Ry.  137«  petuated  by  10  Jnii.  c.  96, 6. 78. 

((0  4  C.  &  P.  592. 
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1636.  not  fitampedi  was  adniinsible  to  prove  die  fraud.  If  that  be 
[j^ood  law,  I  cannot  see  why,  if  it  was  necessary  to  prove 
Mami*B  fraud  in  this  case,  the  unstamped  instrument  was 
not  equally  admissible.]  This  case  is  very  different;  if 
Murm  was  indicted  for  the  misdemeanor,  it  might  perhaps 
be  admissible  against  him ;  but  the  question  here  is  between 
other  parties,  and  the  plaintiff  must  prove  the  contract  with 
Mamt  by  legal  evidence,  although  it  may  be  void  by  reason 
of  fraud.  Even  against  Mann  it  would  depend  on  the 
crime  for  which  he  was  indicted  whether  it  would  be  ad« 
missible  or  not.  If  he  were  charged  with  larceny  on  the 
authority  of  Semple^s  case  (a),  then  the  cheque  would  be  the 
very  essence  of  the  offencei  and  it  could  not  be  given  in 
evidence;  jRex  v*  Crilhon(Jb)»  It  is  too  much  to  say, 
therefore,  that  when  fraud  is  to  be  proved  as  against  a  third 
party,  not  privy  to  it,  an  unstamped  instrument  is  admissible 
to  prove  any  link  in  it«  The  line  may  be  well  drawn  by 
admitting  it  only  in  those  cases  where  it  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  offence,  as  in  forgery,  usury,  and  conspiracy. 
The  case  of  NcrsA  v.  Duncomb  (c)  is  the  only  decision  in  a 
civil  proceeding  that  carries  the  doctrine  of  admitting  un- 
stamped instruments  at  all  further.  That  was  a  defence  of 
usury,  and  Lord  Tenterden  admitted  the  evidence  very  can- 
tiously ;  and,  as  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  there  was 
no  necessity  for  considering  the  propriety  of  his  decision* 
That  also  was  an  action  between  the  parties  to  the  instiru* 
ment« 

Lord  DfiNMAN  C.J* — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  cheque 
was  properly  received  in  evidence  at  the  trial.  No  authority 
whatever  is  to  be  found  against  its  reception,  except  in  the 
words  of  the  statutes  {d),  which  the  decisions  shew  are  not 
to  be  taken  absolutely.    To  prove  the  fraud  committed  by 

(a)  1  Leach,  C.  C.  494.  (cQ  23  Geo.  3,  c.  49,  s.  14;  35 

(6)  1  TaoDt.  05.  Geo,  3,  c.  55,  s.  10. 

(c)  1  Moo.  ft  Rob.  104. 
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Maim  exactly  the  same  evidence  is  admissible  as  if  Mann  1838. 
himself  were  on  his  trial  for  obtaining  the  bullocks  by  false 
pretencesi  with  the  exception^  of  course,  that  the  admis- 
sions made  by  him  would  not  be  admissible  against  a  third 
party.  The  proof  as  to  the  fraud  therefore  assimilates 
itself  to  the  cases  of  forgery  and  usury  in  which  unstamped 
instruments  have  been  received ;  and  I  think  that,  when 
fraud  is  attempted  to  be  set  up  in  an  inquiry  material  to  the 
issuci  an  unstamped  instrument,  which  has  been  made  use 
of  in  the  transaction,  is  receivable  in  evidencci  whether  the 
fraud  be  committed  by  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  by  a  third 
person, 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — Though  the  words  of  the  statutes  are 
absolute,  that  an  unstamped  instrument  shall  not  be  given 
in  evidence,  it  is  admitted  still  that  in  certain  cases,  as 
forgery,  usury  8cc.,  it  is  admissible.  But  it  is  contended 
that  it  is  not  admissible  when  the  instrument  does  not  form 
the  subject-matter  of  the  contract  or  prosecution.  I  think 
however  that  when  fraud  is  to  be  proved,  all  may  be  given 
in  evidence  that  tends  to  establish  it. 

Pattbson  J.-^I  cannot  recognise  the  distinction  which 
it  set  up  between  a  fraud  committed  by  a  third  party  and  a 
defendant  who  is  sought  to  be  affected  by  such  fraud.  I. 
put  it  broadly  that,  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  prove 
a  felony  to  have  been  committed,  the  same  evidence  is 
admissible  to  prove  the  felony  as  would  be  on  an  indict- 
ment for  it,  with  the  exception,  that  admissions  made  by 
the  felon  subsequent  to  the  transaction  would  not  be  ad- 
missible. This  exception  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  a 
receiver,  against  whom  even  the  judgment  against  the  prin- 
cipal is  not  receivable,  and  much  less  his  confessions.  I 
admitted  them  once  at  York  against  a  receiver^  but  I  after- 
wards came  to  the  conclusion  that  I  was  quite  wrong.  But 
with  that  exception  all  the  same  evidence  is  receivable  as  if 
Mann  had  been  indicted  for  the  felony.    The  cases  clearly 
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shew  that  in  that  case  the  cheqae  woald  have  been  re- 
ceivable, for  it  is  not  like  Rex  v.  Gillson  {a),  where  it  was 
necessary  to  prove  a  valid  contractj  M'hicb  was  quite  imma- 
terial here. 

Williams  J. — I  consider  the  question  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  cheque  just  as  if  what  used  to  be  termed  a 
flash  note  had  beeu  given  for  the  bullocks.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  a  flash  note  would  be  admissible  to  prove  the 
fraud ;  then  why  not  this  cheque,  which  tends  equally  to 
prove  it? 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  1  Taunt.  95* 


Wed    da      ^^^^^^  ^*  Speer,  Graves  aud  Others,  Winch  and  others. 
June  6/A.       —^ 
i.Dis^ainors   1 RESPASS  for  distraining  the  plaintiff's  ewes  and  we- 

are  bound  to  thers,  and  chasing  and  driving  them  at  a  furious  rate,  the 
see  that  the  .,  .      ®,  .       ,^  ,   ,      .  j-        i 

pound  to         said  ewes  bemg  then  with  lamb,  and  for  impoundmg  the 

uOcIb  th'^^dw-  **'^  sheep  in  a  small,  wet,  muddy,  and  dirty  pound,  and  for 

tress  is  in  a  detaining  them  there  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  two  days ; 

ceiv^it  and^  setting  out  special  damage,  that  the  ewes  brought  forth 

therefore  if  their  lambs  prematurely,  and  that  divers  of  the  lambs  were 

wet^nd"   '*  trampled  to  death  and  drowned,  &c.  &c. 

muddy,  the  The  defendant  W.  Speer  pleaded,  Ist,  not  guilty ;  2dly, 

are  liable  for  that  the  ewes  and  wethers  were  not  the  property  of  the 

any  damage     plaintiff;  3dly,  that  before  and  at  the  said  times  when  &c* 

thereby  caus-  «^  »        •'^  ... 

ed  to  tbe         the  said    W.  Speer  was  seised  m  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of 

s'^^Where     ^"^  ^^  ^^^  manor  of  Weston,  and  of  and  in  a  certain  close, 

the  plaintiff  waste,  or  common  situate  in  the  parish  of  Thames  Ditton, 
alleged  that 

the  defendants  impounded  his  cattle,  and  that  the  pound  was  tken  too  small  to  hold 
the  cattle  in  a  fit  and  proper  manner,  and  was  then  wet  and  dirty,  and  wholly  unfit 
for  impounding  the  same,  whereby  special  damage  accrued,  and  the  defendants 
traversed  that  the  pound  was  too  small,  or  that  it  was  wet,  &c.  modo  et  formft,  omit- 
ting the  word  then :  Held,  that  tbe  issue  raised  was  not  as  to  the  general  size  aud  state 
of  tbe  pound,  but  as  to  its  condition  at  the  time  of  impounding. 
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then  and  still  being  parcel  of  the  manor,  and  then  justified 
the  alleged  taking  to  be  for  a  distress  damage  feasant,  and 
that  he  impounded  the  same  in  a  certain  common  pound 
within  the  said  manor,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  8cc. 
4thly,  That  he  the  said  W^  Speer^  at  the  said  several  times 
when  Sec.,  took  and  distrained  the  said  ewes  &c.  in  a  certain 
close,  waste,  or  common,  situate  &c,,  and  which  said  close, 
before  and  at  &c.y  was  and  still  is  within  and  parcel  of  the 
manor  of  Weston,  in  &c. :  and  the  said  W.  5.  further  says, 
that  he,  before  and  at  Sic.,  was  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of 
fee  of  and  in  the  said  manor  and  of  the  said  close  Sic., 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  Sic.,  was  possessed  of  a 
certain  messuage  and  a  certain  small  quantity  of  land,  to 
wit,  one  rood  with  the  appurtenances,  situate,  lying,  and 
being  within  and  parcel  of  the  said  manor  aforesaid,  by  reason 
whereof  the  said  plaintiff  ought,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid, 
to  have  had  common  of  pasture  for  all  commonable  cattle, 
levant  and  couchant,  in  and  upon  her  said  messuage  and 
lands.  The  defendant  W.  S,  then  averred  that  the  plaintiff, 
under  colour  of  her  said  right  of  common,  wrongfully  sur- 
charged the  common  with  the  ewes  and  wethers  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  and  justified  the  taking  for  the  cause 
aforesaid,  as  in  the  third  plea. 

The  defendants  Graves  and  others  pleaded  four  similar 
pleas,  justifying  as  the  servants  of  W.  Speer.  The  de- 
fendants Winch  and  others  also  pleaded  similar  pleas,  justi- 
fying as  commoners  of  the  manor  of  Weston. 

The  plaintiff  took  issue  on  the  first  two  pleas,  and  replied 
severally  to  the  pleas  of  justification,  that  the  defendants, 
after  they  had  seised,  taken,  and  distrained  the  said  ewes 
Sic.,  for  and  in  the  name  of  a  distress  for  the  said  damage 
feasant,  chased,  drove,  and  luirried  about  the  said  ewes  &c. 
under  the  said  distress,  in  a  wanton  and  cruel  manner,  and 
to  a  greater  degree,  and  with  more  force  and  violence,  and 
at  a  quicker  and  more  furious  rate  than  was  necessary,  and 
then  impounded  the  same  under  the  said  distress  in  the  said 
pound  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  which  was  then 
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too  tmall  to  hold  or  contain  the  same  in  a  fit  and  proper 
manner,  and  which  was  then  very  wet,  and  muddv  and  dirty, 
and  wholly  improper  for  impounding  the  same,  and  thereby 
greatly  injured  the  said  ewes  See.,  as  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  and  abused  the  said  distress. 

The  defendants  rejoined  respectively  to  each  replication 
of  excess,  that  they  did  not  chase,  drive,  or  hurry  about  the 
said  ewes  &c.  under  the  said  distress  in  a  wanton  or  eniel 
manner,  or  to  a  greater  degree,  or  with  more  force  or 
violence,  or  at  a  quicker  or  more  furious  rate,  than  was 
necessary,  nor  was  the  said  pound  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  in  which  &c.,  too  small  to  hold  or  contain  the 
said  ewes  in  a  fit  and  proper  manner,  nor  vras  the  same  wet, 
muddy,  or  dirty  and  improper  for  impounding  the  same  in 
manner  and  form  &c. 

Upon  these  rejoinders  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  at  the  Surrey  Summer  assiaes,  18S6,  before 
Lord  Abinger  C,  B.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiiF  occupied 
a  small  cottage,  with  three  or  four  roods  of  land,  within  the 
manor  of  Weston,  and  that  she  and  her  husband,  before  his 
death,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  surcharging  the  common  of 
the  manor  with  a  large  quantity  of  sheep,  amounting  at  times 
to  between  two  and  three  hundred.  The  defendant  W.  Speer, 
who  was  lord  of  the  manor,  in  1835  had  impounded  some 
of  the  sheep,  and  the  plaintiff  for  some  time  discontinued 
to  surcharge.  She  afterwards,  however,  repeated  the  prac- 
tice, and  having  in  January,  1836,  turned  upwards  of  two 
hundred  sheep  on  the  common,  the  commoners  gave  her 
notice,  that  unless  she  removed  the  sheep  they  would  dis* 
train  them  on  the  following  day.  She  refused  to  remove 
them,  and  on  Thursday,  the  21st  January,  the  defendants 
Graves  and  other n^  who  were  servants  of  Mr.  Speer^  the 
lord  of  the  manor,  and  the  defendants  Winch  and  others, 
who  were  commoners,  distrained  about  150  of  the  plain- 
tiff's sheep,  and  drove  them  to  the  lord*s  pound.  The 
pound-keeper  offered  the  plaintiff's  shepherd  to  release  the 
sheep  on  the  payment  of  lOs.,  but  the  shepherd  reiiised,  and 
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the  sheep  were  impoanded  till  the  Saturday  following,  when 
the  10s.  were  paid  and  the  sheep  released.  It  appeared  that 
for  a  day  or  two  previous  to  that  time  the  weather  had  been 
inclement,  with  a  heavy  fall  of  snow,  and  that  the  pound, 
which  was  about  twenty-five  feet  square,  was  in  a  wet  and 
muddy  state.  The  ewes  were  lambing  at  the  time  of  the 
distress,  and  two  or  three  of  the  lambs,  dropped  during  the 
nights  the  ewes  were  impounded,  were  trampled  to  death. 
jAt  the  close  of  the  opening  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  intimated  that  there  was  no  case  against 
Mn  Speer,  upon  which  it  was  agreed  that  a  verdict  of  not 
guilty  should  be  entered  for  him  on  the  first  issue,  and  that 
the  jury  should  be  discharged  from  giving  a  verdict  on  the 
other  issues  raised  by  him. 
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PlaU  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  facts  above  stated,  con- 
tended that  as  it  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  distress 
the  pound  was  in  a  muddy,  unfit,  and  improper  state  to 
receive  so  many  sheep,  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the 
special  damage.  The  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  of  opinion 
that  the  issue  raised  upon  the  record  was  not  whether  the 
pound,  on  that  particular  night,  was,  from  the  inclemency 
of  the  weather,  unfit  and  improper,  but  whether  it  was 
generally  so;  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the 
pound  was  sufficient  generally,  and  if  so  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants.  The  jury  found  for  the  defendants. 
Piatt,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1836,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 


Andrews  Serjt.  and  M.  Chambers  now  shewed  cause  for 
Winch  and  the  other  commoners.  Even  if  the  direction  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Baron  was  not  correct  in  terms,  the  question 
was  in  substance  properly  left  to  the  jury.  As  far  as  the  com- 
moners are  concerned  an  issue  as  to  the  state  of  the  pound  at 
the  moment  of  impounding  is  an  immaterial  issue,  for  they  are 
not  responsible  for  the  state  of  the  pound,  although  the  lord 


640 


1838. 


CASES  IN  THE  «UEEK  S  EBHCH, 

of  (he  manor  may  be  so.   It  if  laid  down  in  tbe  digest  and  tett ' 
books  {a)f  that  if  a  distrainor  pyt  a  horse  into  a  pound' wilh^ 
spikes  in  it,  and  the  horse  wound  himself^  the  distrainor  is 
liable^  and  for  this  position  Voipor  v.  Edward${b)  is  oited ; 
but  the  position  is  there  only  thrown  out  at  the  bar  wrgmat*' 
do,  and  Doctor  and  Student,  Dial.  II.  c.  27,  is  cited  for  it ; 
whereas  on  examining  that  book  there  is  no  authority  for  8fi«;h 
a  position.    The  law  with  regard  to  pounds  is,  that  cattle 
damage  feasant  must  either  be  taken  to  the  pnblitt  pouid 
where  they  are  to  be  kept  by  the  owner,  or  they  may  be  ttiatn  t 
to  a  private  pound  in  the  close  of  the  distrainoTi  or  of  anolbcr 
by  his  consent,  where  the  owner  may  give  the  cattle  oiaafci 
and  drink  without  committing  any  trespass;  in  whidi  dase^' 
unless  the  distrainor  give  notice  of  the  place  of  impouiMl*: 
ing,  he  must  provide  for  them  himself;  Co.  Lii*  47.    Buti. 
if  the  public  pound  is  resorted  tOj  as  it  mi^  be^  without' 
regard  to  the  season,  the  distrainor,  if  he  has  takea  Ibcii 
distress  for  just  cause,  cannot  be  made  liable  for  the  damage 
produced  by  the  weatlier,  and  the  reason  is,  that  '^in  him 
that  distrained  there  can  be  assigned  no  defaukj  but  in  IW 
other  may  be  assigned  a  default;"  Doctor  und  SiudeM^  Dial^i 
I.  c.  5.    Tbe  issue  perhaps  is  not  formally  raised  aa.lkmf 
record,  it  ought  to  have  been  as  to  the  general  state  of  (the 
pound,  not  as  to  its  particular  state  at  the  Ume  of  impOuiNlif  r 
ing  from  accidental  causes.     But  as  the  jury  have  found 
that  the  pound  was  generally  sufficient,  thei*e  is  ao  grotilkd 
for  a  new  trial. 


Shee  shewed  cause  for  the  defendants  Graves,  ^nd.fitbersi^' 
The  direction  of  the  luord  Chief  Baron  was  right  on  the  issue 
joined.  The  allegation  in  the  replication  is  not  that  the  pound 
was  too  small  generally*  but  that  it  was  tken  too  small ;  tbe 
rejoinder  takes  issue  upon  this  averment,  but  omits  the  word 


(a)  See  Vin.  Abr.  Distress  (P),  '  (Ist  ed.) 
14;   Bradby  on  Distresses,  940,         (6)  12  Mod.  658. 
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''  then."    The  real  issue  tbererore  was  whether  the  pound 
was  sufficient  generally. 


Tkesiger,  with  whom  was  De  Saumarez,  appeared  for  the       ^  ^ihere 
defendant  Speer. 

Plattf  contrAy  was  not  called  upon  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  question  raised  for  the  Court 
to  decide  isi  whether^  supposing  a  pound  to  be  immersed  in 
water  or  to  be  otherwise  unfit  at  the  time  of  impounding  a 
distress,  the  distrainors  would  make  themselves  liable  for 
any  damage  caused  by  the  state  of  the  pound.  The  ques- 
tion on  this  record  is  not  what  the  state  of  the  pound 
generally  was,  but  what  it  was  at  that  particular  moment ; 
and  as  that  question  has  not  been  left  to  the  jury,  there 
must  be  a  new  trial. 

LiTTLEDALE  J. — It  is  imperative  on  a  distrainor  to  pro- 
vide a  proper  pound  for  the  distress  he  has  taken.  The 
law  does  not  allow  him  to  imprison  the  cattle  of  another 
without  seehig  them  properly  provided  for.  I  think  the 
terms  of  these  issues  relate  expressly  to  the  state  of  the 
pound  at  the  time  and  not  to  its  general  condition. 

Patteson  J. — It  is  contended  that  the  issue  raised  as  to 
the  commoners  is  an  immaterial  issue,  but  if  that  be  so,  and 
the  plaintiff  obtains  a  verdict,  the  defendants  may  move  to 
arrest  the  judgment. 

Rule  absolute(a). 

(a)  WUiiamt  J.  hod  left  the  Court. 
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Tkmdev,     '^^^  QuEEN  V.  The  Guardiaiis  of  the  Dolgelly  Union. 
June  7th,        J 
The  Court  re-  JERVIS  bad  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants 

fused  a  man-     j^  ^j^jj  q^^  j^^^  j^^^,  ^^  ^j^^  ^gj^^  ^^f  ^|^,|^  ^^  jj^^  j^^^j 

dainus  to  a  , 

board  of  guar-  of  guardians,  and  to  permit  him  to  perform  the  duties  of 

f  Jerso^li  w™'  ^•'^^  ^®^«-  The  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  was  obtained 
their  clerk,  stated,  that  the  said  John  Jones  and  one  Richard  Janes  had 
ed  thai  the       ^^^^  Candidates  for  the  office  of  clerk,  and  that  an  election 

person  filling  for  the  office  had  been  held  without  due  notice;  that 
theomcehad       ,  •  •     r>    t       i  t 

been  unduly     although  Richard  Jones  had  obtamed  the  majority  of  votes, 

elected,  by  the  jj,g  guardians  themselves  had  voted  for  Richard  Jones,  and 
votes  oi  guar-  ®  ' 

dianswho        that  many  of  them  were  not  properly  elected;  and  that 

selves  noTpro-  ^^^^  Jones  bad  the  majority  of  legal  votes. 

perly  elected.  J2.  V.  Richards,  in  Easter  term  last  (a),  shewed  cause. 
Two  questions  are  raised  in  this  case ;  first,  that  the  guar- 
dians of  a  union  have  no  right  to  vote  at  an  election  for  a 
clerk;  and  second,  that  if  they  have,  many  of  the  guardians 
who  voted  for  Richard  Jones  were  not  duly  elected  them- 
selves. But  it  is  submitted  that  the  Court  will  not  enter 
into  this  question.  In  Rex  v.  Carpenter  (b)  this  Court  re- 
fused a  quo  warranto  information  for  tbe  office  of  a  guar- 
dian. If  the  election  of  the  guardians  be  disputed  in  this 
inquiry,  it  is  equally  open  to  canvass  the  titles  of  those 
who  elected  the  guardians,  and  thus  an  interminable  in- 
quiry is  set  on  foot, 

Jervis,  contrd.  The  title  of  the  guardians  only,  not  of 
those  who  elected  them,  is  attacked  on  the  present  occa- 
sion, therefore  the  inconvenience  suggested  could  not  arise. 
In  Rex  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Cheshunt  Turnpike  Roads  (c), 
the  Court  issued  a  mandamus  to  admit  the  clerk  to  the 

trustees,  which  is  a  very  similar  office. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

(a)  May  8th,  before  Lord  Den-         (b)  1  N.  &  P.  773. 
manC.J.f  LittledaU, Patteson,  and  (c)  5  B.  &  Ad.  438. 

Coleridge  Js. 


Union. 
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Lord  Denman  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment        i8S8. 
of  the  Court. — This  was  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to      ^-^^^^^^ 
the  guardians  of  the  Dolgelly  union  to  admit  John  Jonei  «. 

as  their  clerk,  and  to  permit  him  to  perform  the  duties  of  TheGuardians 
that  office.  Another  clerk,  Richard  Jones,  had  been  ad-  Doloklly 
mitted  and  is  acting,  but  the  applicant  says  that  Richard 
Jones  was  not  duly  elected.  There  was  a  contest  and  a 
poll,  and  though  Richard  Jones  was  returned,  John  Jones 
asserts  that  he  had  the  majority  of  good  votesi  and  ought 
to  have  been  returned.  In  effect,  tbereforci  it  is  proposed 
to  set  on  foot  a  scrutiny  of  all  the  votes  given  in  the  elec- 
tion of  the  guardians,  in  the  shape  of  a  mandamus,  to  admit 
their  own  servant  to  a  ministerial  office.  No  precedent 
for  such  a  course  was  quoted :  the  inconvenience  of  thus 
unravelling  the  rights  of  voters  in  an  antecedent  stage 
would  be  very  great,  and  we  think  it  ought  not  to  be  per- 
mitted. l*bere  is  a  preliminary  difficulty  of  no  light  im- 
portance. If  we  send  the  writ,  who  must  make  the  return? 
That  question  must  be  answered  before  the  return  can  be 
made ;  yet  the  object  of  the  proceeding  itself  is  to  settle 
that  question.  If  the  guardians  de  facto  are  to  make  the 
return,  it  mnst  be  because  they  are  in  possession,  and 
competent  to  do  the  duties  attached  to  their  office :  one  of 
them  is  to  appoint  a  clerk;  they  have  done  so,  and  the 
public  suffer  no  inconvenience  from  a  vacancy  of  the  office. 
The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  QuBBN  V.  The  Commissioners  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 

Court— In  the  matter  of  Hamlin.  F^^\ 

June  8M. 

L/ROWDER  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Com-  A  prisoner  in 
missioners  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  to  shew  cause  capiiu  utlaga- 

why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  issue  directed  to  them,  '«»»  ^^^  n®?- 

pavment  of 

damages  and  costs,  may  be  discharged  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  7  Geo,  4,  c.  57, 

without  previous  reversal  of  his  outlawry. 
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1838.        to  prohibit  them  from  further  proceeding  in  an  order  made 
J^^Q^^      hy  them  on  the  liJth  December,  1837,  for  the  discharge  of 

V.  one  Hamlin  out  of  custody. 

^Debtors*"'  It  appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  the  prisoner  had  been 
Couru  sued  by  one  Crossley  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation. 
The  plaintiff  had  obtained  a  verdict,  and  had  signed  judg- 
ment for  288/.  damages  and  costs.  The  defendant  was 
proceeded  against  to  outlawry,  and  being  taken  into  custody 
on  the  Sd  December,  1837,  on  a  capias  utlagatum^  was 
confined  in  Hertford  gaol.  The  defendant  petitioned  the 
commissioners  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  for  his  dis- 
chai^e  on  December  10th,  and  on  December  1 3th  the 
commissioners  adjudged  that  he  should  be  discharged,  after 
remaining  in  Hertford  gaol  four  months  from  the  date  of  his 
petition. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folleitj  in  Hilary  term  (a)  last,  shewed  cause. 
The  10th  section  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  entitles  ''  any  person 
who  shall  be  in  actual  custody  within  the  walls  of  any  prison, 
vpon  any  process  whatsoever ^  for  or  by  reason  of  any  debt, 
damages,  costs,"  &c.  to  petition  to  be  discharged  from  such 
custody.  These  words  evidently  include  a  prisoner  in  cus- 
tody on  a  capias  utiagaium,  and  this  view  is  confirmed  by 
8.  50,  which  enacts,  that  the  discbarge  under  the  act  shall 
extend  to  all  process  for  contempt  in  non-payment  of  money 
or  costs  incurred  in  any  Court.  These  sections  therefore 
afford  sufficient  reason  why  the  writ  should  not  issue,  even 
if  it  appeared,  which  it  does  not,  that  the  commissioners 
were  about  to  take  any  further  proceeding.  The  only  case 
which  has  been  found  on  the  subject  is  that  of  Ex  parte 
Battine  (6),  by  which  it  would  seem  that  the  power  of  this 
Court  to  grant  prohibition  to  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 
at  all,  is  very  doubtful. 


(a)  Jan.dOth,  before  Lord  Ben^         (6)  4  B.  &  Ad.  690;  S.  C.  1  N. 
man  C.  J.,  Liltledaie,    William,      &  M.  579. 
and  Coleridge  Js. 
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Crqwder  contr^.    The  question  is^  whether  an  outlaw        3838. 
cpn  appear  in  Court  on  his  own  behalf,  for  any  purpose    rp/^JT^"^ 
whatsoever,  except  to  reverse  his  outlawry.  The  authorities  v. 

shew  he  csinnot.  He  is  not  "within  the  law/'  Co.  LUt.  '^^'ijSrT^ 
122  b;  Viti.  Abr.  Utiawry  (Xa);  Aldridge  v.Buller{a)\  Court. 
Loukes  V.  Holbeach  (i) ;  Griffith  v.  Middleton  (c).  That 
last  case  shews  that  an  outlaw  is  equally  incapacitated  to 
receive  any  benefit  from  the  law,  whether  he  sue  as  a  plain- 
tiff, or  bring  his  audita  querela  as  defendant.  In  Ex  parte 
Lawrence  (d),  where  the  prisoner  was  in  custody  for  a  con- 
tempt of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  not  putting  in  an  answer, 
and  that  Court,  on  application,  refused  to  discharge  him 
unless  upon  payment  of  his  fees,  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  refused  to  discharge  him  under  the  then  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act,  34  Geo.  S,  c.  69|  because  his  contempt  did 
not  consist  in  the  non-payment  of  money.  The  words  in 
section  10  of  the  present  statute  are  very  similar  to  the  en- 
actment of  that  statute; — it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person 
ii^  custody,  '*  upon  any  process  whatsoever,  for  or  by  reason 
qf  any  debt,  damages,  costs,  8cc.,  or  for  or  by  reason  of  any 
({onten^pt  of  any  Court  whatsoever  for  non-payment  of  any 
sum  of  money/'  to  petition  for  his  discharge.  A  prisoner 
iq  pustody  on  a  capias  uilagatum  cannot  be  said  to  be  in 
custody  for  non-payment  of  costs,  or  for  contempt  of  Court 
in , non-payment.  Beauchamp  v.  Tomkins  (e)  is  a  strong 
authority  to  shew  that  bankruptcy  and  a  certificate  are  no 
ground  of  discharge  of  a  prisoner  in  custody  on  a  capias 
i^tlagatum^  If  this  is  law,  then  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court  have  no  authority  to  discharge  the  prisoner^  and  pro- 
hibition lies;  Bac.  Abr.  Prohibition  (I).  It  has  been  said, 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  that  Court  is  about  to  take 
,a^y  proceedings,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  application  of  the 
prisoner  to  the  Court  is  sufficient  to  ground  prohibition ; 
Ex  parte  Smyth  (/).     In  Ex  parte  Battine  (g)  the  applica- 

(a)  9  M.  &  W.  412.  (c)  3  Taunt.  141 

\h)  4  Bing.  419.  (/)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  748. 

(c)  Cro.  Jac  4«5.  (g)  4  B.  &  Ad.  690;  5.C.  1  N. 

(<0  1  B.  &  P.  477.  &  M.  579. 
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1838.  tion  WIS  for  a  prohibiti<m  to  the  InsolveDt  Debtors'  Court, 
against  proceeding  on  an  order  made  by  thenii  and  it  did 
^^""^  not  appear  that  diat  Court  was  about  to  take  any  fhrtber 
^l/bto '^^"^  Steps.  The  order  in  question  was  made  on  December  1 3th, 
Court  when  this  Court  was  not  sitting,  and  therefore  Roberts  ▼. 
Humby  (a)  is  in  point,  which  shews  that  prohibition  will 
issue  after  sentence,  although  the  want  of  jurisdiction  does 
not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  if  the  party  has 
had  no  earlier  opportunity  of  applying  to  the  Court.  He 
also  cited  Grant  v.  Oould  (6). 

Sir  W.  W.Folkttdied  Castleman's  case(c),  md  Dickson 
V.  Baker  (d). 

Cur.  adf>.  v%A. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court. — A  rule  was  obtained  and  has  been  argued  in 
this  case,  to  shew  cause  why  prohibition  should  not  go  to  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  prohibiting  them  from  proceeding 
to  discharge  a  defendant  who  has  been  outlawed  in  an 
action  for  criminal  conversation,  on  the  general  ground  that 
an  outlaw  cannot  be  heard  in  any  Court,  except  for  the  single 
purpose  of  reversing  his  outlawry.  And  this  is  an  un- 
doubted rule  of  law,  laid  down  in  numerous  cases  and 
text  books,  the  authority  of  which  is  fully  recognized  aad 
was  acted  upon  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Loukes 
V.  Holbeach(e\  My  brother  Park  there  pronounced  a 
learned  judgment,  affirming  the  principle,  and  applying  it 
to  a  motion  for  setting  aside  an  annuity  in  that  Court 
granted  by  a  person  outlawed  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  in  an  action  to  recover  arrears  of  that  annuity. 
Whether  the  words  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act(/),  which 
were  cited  in  the  argument  as  creating  an  exception  from 
the  general  rule,  ought  to  have  that  effect,  is  the  question 

(a)  3  M. &  W.  120.  {d)  1  A.  &  E.  853;  5L  C.  3  N. 

(6)  2  H.  Bl.  69.  &  M.  774. 

(c)  4  Burr.  3119;  21S7.  (e)  4  Biag.  419. 

(/)  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  ss.  10, 50. 
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which  we  are  now  called  upon  to  decide.     But  in  truth        1838. 
we  cauDot  consider  it  an  open  question.    The  words  ^'  by    rp^^'X^^ 
any  process  whatsoever/'   "  by  reason  of  any  damagesi"  v. 

are  undeniably  extensive  enough  to  embrace  a  person  out-  ^^^jj^t'ow'^"^ 
lawed  in  an  action ;  whether  it  be  an  action  of  tort,  or  in  Ccjurt. 
ddiit  or  assumpsit,  appears  to  make  no  difference  in  the 
case*  There  may  be  some  ground  for  contending  that 
persons  outlawed  were  not  in  the  contemplation  of  the  act ; 
but  in  Lord  Mamjield!%  time  this  Court  expressly  declared 
its  unanimous  opinion  on  two  different  occasions  (a),  that  an 
outlaw  fell  within  the  clause  of  the  then  existing  act,  the 
terms  of  which  exactly  corresponded  with  the  present.  We 
hold  ourselves  bound  by  that  opinion,  and  think  that  we 
must  discharge  the  present  rule.  In  the  case  of  Loukes  v. 
Holbeach  (6)  no  reference  was  made  to  the  report  in  Bur^ 
romghf  which  indeed  could  not  have  been  brought  to  bear 
on  the  question  there  decided. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  4  Burr.  2119,  2127.  (6)  4  Bing,  419. 


Raphael  and  another  v»  Goodman.  Iriday, 

June  8M. 

DBBT  on  an  indemnity  bond  given  to  the  plaintiffs  as  i.  A  sheriff 

sheriff  of  Middlesex,  conditioned  to  save  them  harmless  in  ^""r  ^n^n 

the  execution  of  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  against  one  John  Hayward.  indemnity 

The  third  plea  alleged  that  the  bond  was  obtained  from  the  has  been  pro- 

defendant  by  the  plaintiffs  and  others  in   collusion   with  ^"''^^  *7^^® 

them,  by  fraud,  covin^  and  misrepresentation.     At  the  trial  own  officer. 

before  Coleridge  J.  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex  after  Mi-  joL^cuon 

chaelmas  term  1836,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  having  a  on  such  a 

writ  of  fi.  fa.  to  execute  *against  one  John  Hayward  at  the  ^as  obtained 

suit  of  the  defendant,  received  notice  that  it  was  the  in-  by  the  sheriflf 

/,  .         yr  7    ^""  Others  in 

tention  of  certam  creditors  to  issue  a  nat  agamst  Hayward,  collusion  with 

as  he  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.     The  sheriff's  »"«J  ^y  f^^V^^ 

*^    "^  and  covin,  is  a 

officer  thereupon  obtained  by  fraud  from  the  defendant  an  good  plea. 


Raprabl 
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indenimit^  bond  previous  to  execatiog  the  writ.    The  plaiii- 
tiffi  then  fold  Haytoard'a  goods,  akid  paid  the  proceeda-Qf 
mUlnoihtr    ^c  sale  to  the  defendanty  aod  were  afterwards  sued  by 
^    *'  the  assignees  of  Hayward,  who  had  become  a  bafikrupl» 

for  the  seizure;  and  a  verdict  and  damages  were  obtained 
against  them.  They  now  sought  to  recover  the  amount 
from  the  defendant  under  his  bond.  It  did  not  appear  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  at  all  connected  with  the  fraud,  and  the 
learned  judge  thought  that  the  fraud  of  his  officers  was  not 
suflScient  to  prove  the  plea^  but  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
whether  fraud  had  been  practised^  and  on  their  finding  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  on  that  issue,  he  gave  leave  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  enter  a  verdict  for  themselves. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  in  the  Hilary  term  following,  having 
obtained  a  rule  accordingly  on  two  grounds,  firsti  that  the 
sheriff  could  not  be  affected  in  this  action  by  the  fraud  of 
his  officers ;  secondly,  that  at  all  events  it  ought  to  have 
been  pleaded  specially ; 

Thesiger  and  Ball  now  shewed  cause.  Neither  of  the 
points  made  on  obtaining  the  rule  can  be  supported. 

I.  It  has  been  held  from  the  earliest  times  that  the  sheriff 
is  responsible  civilly,  though  not  criminally,  for  the  acts, of 
his  officers ;  Laicock's  case  {a),  Woodgate  v.  Knatchbull  (6), 
Siurmy  v.  SmUh{c),  North  v.  Miles  (jd).  If  therefore  he 
seeks  to  enforce  an  instrument  obtained  by  their  fraud,  the 
law  of  principal  and  agent  applies  against  him ;  Fitzherbert 
v.  Mather  (e).  Doe  v,  Martin,  per  Ashursi  J.  (/)*  Tlfe 
case  perhaps  of  Crowder  v.  Long(g)  may  be  cited  to  shew 
that  a  sheriff  is  not  liable  for  the  fraud  of  his  officer;  but 
that  case  proceeded  entirely  on  special  circumstanceS|  and 
the  general  rule  was  fully  admitted  by  the  Court. 

II.  It  being  clear  therefore  that  the  fraud  of  the  sheriff's 
officer  is  legally  the  fraud  of  the  sheriff,  the  proper  mode  is 

(a)  Latch,  187.  (e)  1  T.  R.  19. 

(b)  a  T.  R.  148.  (/)  4  T.  R.  68. 

(c)  11  East,  85.  (g)  8  B.  &  C.  698;  $.  C.  S  M. 
{d)  1  Camp.  389.  &  R.  17. 
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hy  plead  'it  as  the  fraud  of  the  sheriff  according  to  its  legal         i8S8. 

cflfect,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  would  be  a  good  plea  ^^^'"^ 

to  stale  that  the  bond  was  obtained  by  the  fraud  of  the  and  another 

sheriff's  officer.  ^    •• 

Sir  F,  Polbck  and  Hoggins,  contrsi.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  sheriff  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  officers,  but  the 
question  is,  how  is  he  liable  ?  It  is  suggested  that  the  fraud 
of  the  sheriff's  officers  could  not  be  pleaded  specially^  but 
if  the  defence  is  a  good  one,  what  rule  of  law  is  there  to 
prevent  the  facts  being  pleaded  according  to  the  truth. 
There  is  no  authority  whatever  for  saying  that  all  that  a 
sheriff's  officer  says  or  does  may  be  described  as  the  act  of 
the  sheriff.  If  his  officers  misconduct  themselves  in  the 
execution  of  process,  the  sheriff  is  responsible,  but  if  the 
fraud  of  the  officer  is  relied  upon  as  a  defence  to  the  action, 
it  must  be  pleaded.  The  present  issue  is  not  supported  by 
the  evidence,  for  it  is  an  averment  against  the  focts.  In 
Woodgate  v.  Knatchbull{a)  the  action  was  brought  on  the 
^9  JEiiz.  c.  4,  and  it  appeared  by  the  sheriff's  return  itself 
that  greater  fees  had  been  taken  than  were  allowed  by  the 
statute,  the  sheriff  therefore  was  estopped  from  saying  that 
the  fees  were  taken  by  his  officer  and  not  by  himself.  But 
that  case  is  no  authority  for  holding  that  the  fraud  of  the 
officer  may  be  laid  as  the  fraud  of  the  sheriff.  If  his  officer 
has  committed  a  fraud,  an  action  probably  might  be  brought 
against  the  sheriff  for  misconduct,  although  Crotoder  v. 
Long  (6)  shews  that,  if  the  fraud  took  place  between  the 
execution  creditor  and  the  sheriff's  officer,  the  execution 
creditor  cannot  charge  the  sheriff  with  the  fraud.  To  make 
the  sheriff  responsible  now,  would  be  to  make  him  answer 
for  the  fraud  committed  by  another  person. 

Lotd  Denman  C.J. — ^This  is  a  case  that  offers  no 
room  for  doubt.  In  all  matters  relating  to  the  execution  of 
writs  the  sheriff's  officer  is  substantially  the  sheriff.    This 

(a)  S  T.R.  148.  (6)  8  B.&C.  598;  &C.  3Mi&R.ir; 
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18  more  particularly  the  case  with  regard  to  indenmity  bonds, 
and  we  should  depart  from  one  of  the  most  recognized 
principles  of  the  law,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  a  sheriff  could 
recover  on  an  indemnity  bond,  which  had  been  procured  by 
the  fraud  of  his  officer. 


LiTTLBDALE  J.— The  sheriff  and  his  officer,  in  afl  mat- 
ters relating  to  executions,  are  identified.  The  officers  are 
appointed  by  the  sheriff  for  his  own  convenience,  and  are 
the  persons  by  whom  practically  all  executions  are  made. 
All  the  cases  shew  that,  if  any  thing  irregular  takes  place, 
the  sheriff  is  the  person  to  be  resorted  to  as  the  responsible 
party. 

Patteson  J. — This  is  as  clear  a  case  as  can  be  con- 
ceived. It  is  said  that  a  sheriff  ought  not  to  be  made 
responsible  for  another's  fraud,  but  that  is  much  better  than 
to  allow  him  to  take  advantage  of  another's  fraud,  that 
other  being  his  own  officer.  It  is  a  misinterpretation  of 
the  plea  to  suppose  that  it  charges  the  sheriff  personally 
with  the  fraud. 

Coleridge  J. — The  civil  responsibility  of  the  sheriff 
for  his  officers  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed,  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  plea  ought  to  have  been  framed  differently. 
The  sheriff,  however,  has  many  duties  to  perform,  often  at 
different  places  at  the  same  time,  and  therefore  he  is  forced 
to  employ  officers;  but  he  is  responsible  for  them,  and 
therefore  to  hold  that  his  responsibility  may  not  be  pleaded 
generally  according  to  its  legal  effect,  would  be  to  depart 
from  one  of  the  fundamental  rules  of  pleading. 


Rule  discharged. 
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1638. 

CoRBETT  V.  Swinburne.  J^^, 

A  June  9th. 

ASSUMPSIT.    First  count,  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  Apleo,again»t 

by  the  defendant  and  indorsed  to  the  plaintiflf,  and  on  an  t»»e  further 

t  •  1     1  maintenance 

account  stated.     There  were  several  special  pleas,  but  the  of  the  action, 

Sd  and  5lh  are  the  only  material  pleas.  ^^^'  *^"^®  *^® 

•^  *^  commence- 

Third  plea.    As  to  the  sum  of  50Z.,  residue  of  the  sum  mentofthc 

of  money  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  as  to  the  50/.,  rccover^a  sum 

parcel  of  the  sum  of  money  in  the  last  count  mentioned,  the  of  money  the 

defendant  says  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  further  to  main-  pi^i^^  ^nd  the 

tain  his  action  thereof  against  him,  because  he  says  (after  plaintiff  had 
^  ^      .     received,  the 

an  averment  of  the  identity  of  the  two  sums  of  money  in  same  in  satis- 

the  introductory  part  of  the  plea  above  mentioned),  that  defendant's^*^ 
after  the  making  of  his  said  promise  as  to  the  said  sum  of  promise,  and 
50/.,  and  after  the  commencement  of  this  action,  he  the  withoutThe^*' 
defendant  indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  hke  allegadon 
bill  of  exchange  made  and  drawn,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  by  one  also,  held  ^ood 
&C.J  upon  and  accepted  by  certain  persons,  to  wit  8cc.,  and  ^^^^^  verdict, 
made  payable,  to  wit  &c.,  for  the  sum  of  82/.  10^.,  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  promise  of  the  defend- 
ant as  to  the  said  sum  of  50/.,  and  of  all  damages  by  the 
plaintiff  sustained  by  reason  of  the  non-performance  of  the 
said  promise,  and  which  said  bill  he  the  plaintiff  then  took 
and  received  of  and  from  the  defendant  in  such  full  satis- 
faction and  discharge  as  aforesaid,  and  this  the  defendant  is 
ready  to  verify;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  plaintiff 
ought^t/rMcr  to  maintain  his  aforesaid  action  thereof  against 
him. 

Fifth  plea.  As  to  the  sum  of  50/.  in  the  3d  plea  men- 
tioned, and  thereby  pleaded  to,  the  defendant  says  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  further  to  maintain  his  action  thereof 
against  him,  because  he  says  that  after  the  making  of  his 
said  promise  relating  to  the  said  sum  of  50/.^  and  after  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  he  the  defend- 
ant paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  re- 
ceived of  and  from  the  defendant,  the  sum  of  50/.,  in  full 
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1838.  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  promise  of  the  defeDd** 
ant  as  to  the  said  sum  of  50/.  in  the  introductory  part  of 
this  plea  above  mentioned,  and  of  all  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  non-performance  bj  the  de- 
fendant of  his  said  promise,  and  this  the  defendant  is  ready 
to  verify;  wherefore  he  prays  judgment  if  the  plaintiff  ought 
further  to  maintain  his  action  thereof  against  him. 

The  replication  traversed  the  above  pleas. 

At  the  trial  before  Patteson  J.  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
in  Hilary  term,  1837,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant 
on  all  the  issues  except  the  first,  which  was,  whether  or  not 
notice  of  dishonor  had  been  given  to  the  defendant 

Piatt,  in  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  up 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the 
ground  that  the  3d  and  5th  pleas  of  accord  and  satisfaction, 
and  of  payment  of  the  debt  and  damages,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  did  not  afford  any  answer,  because 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  satisfaction  for  costs  also. 

Alexander  and  Bmby^  shewed  cause  (a).  The  pkas 
afford  a  good  defence  against  the  further  maintenance  or 
the  action,  by  shewing  that  the  plaintiff  has  been  fully  satis* 
fied  in  respect  of  the  cause  of  action  and  the  damages  io 
which  they  are  pleaded.  The  word  '^  damages*'  includes 
the  costs  payable  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  writ;  and  even  if  it 
do  not,  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  proceeded  with  his 
action,  but  should  have  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  the 
debt  and  damages.  [Patteson  J.  Can  a  party  submit  to  a 
judgment  apparently  against  him,  and  yet  have  costs?]  It 
is  apprehended  that  he  couU^  as  these  pleas  are  pleaded 
only  against  x\ie  further  maintenance.  The  issue  in  this 
case  is  like  the  issue  on  a  replication  of  damages  uUr&  after 
^  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  Court,  when  the  plainti^, 
if  he  fails,  is  not  allowed  his  costs  up  to  the  time  of  the 

(a)  Jane  7,  btlbre  Lord  Demnm  C.  J.,  LUtUdak,  PattetonfMA  WH^ 
Hams  Js. 
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ptea»    The  pleas  could  not  have  been  pleaded  in  bar  gene-        1838. 
rally ;  Le  JSrei  v.  Papillon  (a)  and  Hall  v.  Cole  (Jb).  ^-v^ 

COR»ETT     . 
V. 

Cottingkam,  contr4,  contended  that  the  allegation^  that  Swinbuens. 
the  damages  liad  been  satisfied,  did  not  apply  to  costs,  and 
that  the  pleas  were  therefore  bad ;  and  added^  that  he  be- 
lieved it  had  recently  been  decided  in  the  Exchequer  that 
the  word  "  damages"  in  a  plea  of  payment  did  not  include 
costs. 

Cur,  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court* — We  are  of  opinion  that  the  pleas  in  this  case  are 
good.  They  are  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  further  maintenance 
of  the  action^  and  are  not  open  to  the  objection  taken  in 
the  case  of  Le  Bret  v.  Papillon  (a).  They  also  state  that 
the  bills  and  the  payment  therein  mentioned  were  accepted 
by  the  plaintiff  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the 
causes  of  action  to  which  they  are  pleaded.  They  would 
have  been  good  in  that  form  if  the  transaction  had  been 
prior  to  the  action,  and  they  had  been  pleaded  in  bar  gene- 
rally; and  we  cannot  see  any  reason  why  they  are  not 
equally  good  in  the  same  form  as  a  bar  to  \\\^  further  main- 
tenance. This  being  our  opinion,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
notice  the  other  matters  which  were  discussed  on  the  argu- 
ment. 

Rule  discharged. 

"   (o)  4  East,  502.  (6)  4  Ad.  &  El.  577;  8.  C.  6  N.  &  M.  124. 


Blunt  v.  HesLOP,  Saturday^ 

June  9th. 

Assumpsit  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  attorney's  bill.  The  month 
Plea,    that  the  action  was  commenced  in  less  than  a  etapseafterthe 

month  after  the  delivery  of  a  signed  bill  of  costs.  delivery  ofhis 

billy  before  an 
attorney  can  commence  an  action  for  its  amount,  under  8  Geo.  2,  c.  33,  s.  23,  must  con- 
sist of  S8  days,  exclusively  of  both  the  day  of  delivering  the  bill  and  of  commencing  the 
action. 
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18S8.  The  replication  traversed  this  plea. 

On  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.J.  at  the  sittings 
after  Michaelmas  term,  1836,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  had 
been  delivered  on  the  ]2tb  January,  1836,  and  the  action 
was  commenced  on  the  gth  February  following,  so  that  a 
full  month  had  not  intervened  from  the  delivery  of  the  bill, 
according  to  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23,  unless  one  of  those  days 
could  be  included  in  the  computation ;  and  the  objection 
having  been  taken  that  the  action  was  brought  too  soon,  bis 
lordship  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  reserved 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Alexander,  in  Hilary  term,  1836,  having  obtamed  a  rule 
nisi, 

Channell  now  shewed  cause.  A  month  from  the  deli- 
very of  the  bill  had  expired  before  action,  according  to  the 
principle  of  computation,  which  is  now  established  by 
many  authorities,  that,  where  the  computation  is  to  be  made 
from  an  act  done,  the  day  on  which  the  act  is  done  is  to  be 
included,  especially  as  against  a  party  privy  to  the  act: 
Clayton's  case  (a),  Rex  v.  Adderley(Jb),  Castle  v.  BurdUt{c)^ 
Glassington  v.  Rawlins  (d).  It  may  be  said  that  the  bill  of 
costs  may  be  delivered  at  a  person's  place  of  abode,  and 
that  therefore  the  delivery  is  not  necessarily  an  act  to  which 
he  is  privy.  The  same  observation,  however,  will  apply  to 
notice  of  action,  the  day  of  which  is  computed  inclusively ; 
Castle  V.  Burditt  (c).  In  Lester  v.  Garland  {e),  which  may 
be  cited  on  the  other  side,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  instances 
notice  of  action  as  an  act  to  which  the  party  receiving 
notice  is  necessarily  privy,  and  therefore  as  dissimilar  in 
that  respect  to  the  event  there  computed  from,  namely,  the 
death  of  a  testator.  That  case,  therefore,  is  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff.  On  the  same  ground  also  it  was  held,  in 
Pellew  V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Wonford  (/),  that  the  two 

(a)  5  Rep.  1.  (c)  15  Ves.  S48. 

(b)  %  Doug.  463.  (/)  9  B.&  C.  134;  S.C.  4M. & 

(c)  dT.R.6S3.  R.  130. 
Id)  3  East,  407. 


Bluiit 
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days'  notice  to  the  hundred  of  the  plaintiff's  premises  having  isae. 
been  maliciously  fired,  were  to  be  reckoned  eiclusively  of 
the  day  when  the  fire  happened;  Lord  Tenterden  C.J.  ob-*  *'"«/ 
servings  that  the  computation  was  to  be  made  from  an  act  Heslop. 
not  done  by  the  party,  and  of  which  he  might  at  the  time 
be  wholly  ignorant.  The  same  principle  of  computation  is 
recognised  in  Hardy  v.  Ryle  (a),  although  there  may  be 
difficulty  in  reconciling  with  it  the  decision,  that  the  day  of 
the  plaintiff's  imprisonment,  which  was  the  act  computed 
from,  was  to  be  excluded  from  the  six  months  within  which 
he  was  required  to  commence  his  action  against  a  justice 
for  false  imprisonment.  JEx  parte  Farquhar  (6)  also,  and 
Godson  V.  Sanctuary  (c),  are  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  In 
those  cases  the  two  months,  which  must  elapse  between  cer- 
tain acts  and  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  in  order  to  vali- 
date such  acts,  were  reckoned  inclusively  of  the  day  of  the 
acts  done.  In  Webb  v.  Fairmaner  (d),  it  has  very  recently 
been  held,  that  where  goods  were  sold,  to  be  paid  for  in 
two  months,  the  day  of  the  sale  was  not  to  be  included ; 
but  in  that  case  neither  of  the  authorities  last  cited  was 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Court. 

Alexander,  contri^.  Most  of  the  cases  cited  for  the 
plaintiff  are  founded  upon  Rex  v.  AdderUy  (e),  a  decision 
upon  the  20  Geo.  2,  c.  SI,  s.  £,  which  is  very  distinguish- 
able in  its  language  from  the  statute  now  under  considera- 
tion. The  20  Geo.  2,  c.  37^  s.  2,  enacts  that  the  sheriff  shall 
not  be  called  upon  to  return  any  process,  unless  he  be 
required  to  do  so  within  six  months  after  the  expiration  of 
his  office.  But  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23,  says,  that  no 
attorney  or  solicitor  shall  commence  an  action  for  his  bill 
''  until  the  expiration  of  one  month  or  more  after  such 
attorney  or  solicitor  respectively  shall  have  delivered,"  8cc. 
The  word  ''  within"  does  not  occur  in  this  statute ;  but 

(a)  9  B.  &C.603;  &  C.  4  M.  (c)  4  B.&Ad.  255;  5.C.  IN. 
&R.S95.  &M.53. 

{h)  1  Mont.  &  Mac.  7.  {d)  3  M.  &  W.  473. 

(«)  2  Doug.  463. 
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1838.  even  where  the  word  ''  within*'  is  founds  the  computation  is 
sometimes  exclusive ;  as  where  a  patent  bore  date  the  10th 
of  May,  and  contained  the  usual  proviso  that  a  specifica- 
Heslop.  tion  should  be  inrolled  "  wiihin  one  calendar  month  next 
and  immediately  after  the  date  thereof/'  an  inrolment  of 
the  10th  of  June  was  held  to  be  in  time ;  IVatson  v.  Pearsia). 
Many  other  cases  of  the  same  construction  may  be  men* 
tioned,  and  among  them  Pellew  v.  Wonford(b)^  which  has 
been  cited  for  the  plaintiff.  Webb  v.  Fairmaner  (c)  is  a 
case  where  so  many  months  were  stipulated  for  without  any 
wordsy  such  as  "  within**  and  ''  or  more/*  to  modify  them, 
and  the  day  of  the  act  done  was  excluded :  and  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Cumberland  (d)  is  another  case  of  the  same  cha- 
racter. But  the  words  in  the  statute  of  2  Gto.  2,  c.  23, 
s.  23,  **  one  month  or  more/'  mean  one  month  ''  at  least;** 
and  the  effect  of  these  last  words  is,  that  a  clear  month 
must  be  given  exclusively  both  of  the  day  of  delivering  the 
bill  and  commencing  the  action ;  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of 
Salop  (f),  and  Zouch  v.  Empsey  (f).  According  to  the  ar- 
gument on  the  other  side,  if  the  statute  had  said  that  the 
action  should  not  be  commenced  until  the  expiration  of  one 
day  after  the  delivery,  it  might  be  commenced  immediately. 
**  It  was  the  intention  of  the  statute  that  the  client  should 
have  due  time  to  examine  the  charges  made  by  the  attor- 
ney, and  take  advice  upon  them  if  necessary  :**  Brooks  v. 
Masonig). 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — The  defendant  cannot  have  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  unless  a  clear  month  be  allowed  him ; 
and  any  odd  hours  of  the  day  on  which  the  bill  is  delivered 
must  be  given  in. 

LiTTLBDALE  J. — The  words  "  until  the  expiration  of 
one  month  or  more/'  must  mean  an  entire  month. 

Patteson  and  Willtams  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  S  Campb.  294.  {d)  4  Nev.  &  M.  878. 

(6)  9  B.  &  C.  134;  5.  C.  4  M.          (e)  Ante,  986. 

&  R.  130.  C/)  4  B-  &  Aid.  522. 

(c)  3  Mees.  &  W.  473.  {g)  1  H.  Bl.  290. 
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Doe  d.  Bridgeb  v.  Whitehead.  Saturday, 

June  9th. 
Ejectment  for  premises  near  Bethnal  Green.     At  In  ejectment 
the  trial  before  Littledale  J.  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after  jng  according 
Michaelmas  term,  1836,  the  plaintifF  claimed  as  landlord  for  to  covenant,  it 

i.i..  ^..^i*.  •-  l^es  upon  the 

a  forfeiture  on  account  of  the  defendant  s  breach  of  covenant  pUintifTto 

to  insure,  and  also  to  repair.     The  covenant  to  insure  was  P^°^'®  t^*^' "" 
*^  ^  insurance  has 

general:  it  was  proved,  that  in  November,  1834,  the  de>  beeneBectcd, 

fendant  was  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  produce  his  policy  cumstaiice^' 

of  insurance,  and  that  he  declined  to  do  so.     Notice  was  that  defendant 

also  given  to  the  defendant  to  produce  the  policy  at  the  ^[^^^  t^e 

trial,  but  he  did  not  comply  with  the  notice.     The  learned  H'c?».^*ll" 
.    .  i.      ...._.  i.     J  .         J  iheplaintiff 

judge  was  of  opmion  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove  squired  him, 

the  affirmative,  that  he  had  insured  the  premises,  but  left  to  ^^duc^io^^of 

the  jury  the  evidence  on  this  point,  as  well  as  evidence  it  at  the  trial, 

which  was  given  to  shew  the  state  of  repair,  and  a  verdict  are  not^prima 

was  found  for  the  defendant.  facie  evidence 

against  him. 
SemblCj  per 

Plati,  in  the  following  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  i»''(«'fl'f  J-» 
.  .  ,  .    t        .  ..  .  ..  that  if  It  had 

trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence,     been  an  action 

of  covenant 

merely,  the 

Kelly  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended  that  the  Court  onus  would 

could  not  disturb  the  finding  of  the  jury  as  to  either  for^  onThe^defend- 

feiture ;  and  that  with  regard  to  the  forfeiture  for  not  insur-  »n(* 

ing,  it  lay  oh  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  make  out  his  own 

case. 

Piatt  and  Peacock,  contr^. — Although  the  general  rule 
is  that,  where  the  negative  of  the  issue  involves  a  charge  of 
culpable  omission,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  party  making 
the  charge  to  prove  it,  yet  where  the  affirmative  is  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  party  charged,  as  in  this  case, 
the  presumption  of  law  in  his  favour  does  not  operate,  and 
the  more  general  rule  obtains,  that  he  who  asserts  the  affir- 
mative of  the  issue  must  prove  it.  The  defendant  not  hav- 
ing covenanted  to  insure  in  any  particular  office,  it  would  be 

VOL.111.  GO 
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lasa^        almost  impossible  to  prove  that  he  had  not  inaured,  whereas 
"^^^'^^      he  Diigfit  prove  the  affirmatif e  without  any  difficulty.    The 
^  rttle  of  pleading  applicable  to  this  subject  is  laid  down  in 

Brid««i  Spieres  v,  Parker  {a),  but  there  are  several  direct  autborittes 
WnrviKEAit*  upoflL  ili0  very  question  before  the  Courti  as  to  the  onus  of 
pcoof  ju  caaes  like  the  present.  In  Bex  v.  Stomeib)  the 
Co4Ut  were  divided^  but  in  Ites  v.  Turner  (c)  it  was  ex- 
pressly held  that,  on  an  information  against  a  person  i^r 
baviug  grille  in  his  possession,  without  being  properly 
qualified  under  the  Game  Acts«  it  lay  upon  him  to  prove 
hia  qualification.  So,  in  a  penal  action  against  the  defend- 
ant  for  practising  as  an  apothecary  without  a  certificatei 
Abboti  C.  J,  nded  that  it  lay  upon  him  to  shew  that  he  had 
a  certificate ;  Apothecaries  Compawf  v.  Betitley  {d).  If  any 
prioik  facie  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  re* 
qiiisit^  the  very  circumstance  that  the  defendant  did  not 
produce  bis  policy  in  Court,  after  notice  to  do  so,  was  8u(> 
ficient  to  raise  a  presumption  against  him ;  just  as  it  is  to 
be  presumed  that  an  agreement  is  properly  stamped  against 
a  party,  who  refuses^  after  notice,  to  produce  it ;  Crup  v. 
Anderson  (e), 

I«ord  DfiNMAN  C«  J. — In  an  action  like  the  present  for 
a  forfeiture,  I  do  not  think  that  the  non^^production  of  the 
policy,  after  notice,  should  be  taken  even  as  prim&  facie 
evidence  against  the  defendant  that  he  had  not  insured.  The 
defendant  is  in  possession  of  an  estate,  and  ought  not  to  be 
deprived  of  it  on  the  ground  that  it  has  become  vested  in  the 
plaintiff  by  a  forfeiture,  until  it  is  shewn  how*  a  forfeiture  has 
been  incurred.  It  is  not  necessary  to  dispute  the  autho- 
rity of  the  cases  cited,  where  penalties  have  been  imposed 
on  persons  for  doing  certain  acts,  without  the  necessary 
qualification^  although  no  evidence  was  given  that  such 
qualification  was  not  possessed  by  them  ;  because  in  those 

(fl)  1  T.  R.  141.  (d)  Ry.  &  Moo.  159. 

(6)  1  East,  639.  (e)  1  ScnrL  C.  35. 

(c)  5  M.  &  S.  206. 


TRINITT  TERM,  I  TICT.  SW 

cases  all  persons  generally  are  prohibited  from  doing  the        IflSa 
acts  in  question^  unless  they  have  an  authority.     In  this      ^^!^ 
case^  no  doubt,  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  very  great  dif-  d. 

ficulty  in  proving  that  the  defendant  had  not  inaurod.  But  ^^'^'^ 
this  difficulty  the  plaintiff  has  brought  upon  Uoiadf^  for  hn  Whitbbbad. 
might  have  made  it  part  of  the  contract,  that  the  defendaat 
should  insure  in  some  particular  office,  or  that  ho  should 
produce  his  policy  when  called  upon.  He  haa  bowevef 
chosen  to  make  the  forfeiture  depend  on  a  condition  pectt« 
liarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant*  and  baa 
therefore  brought  the  difficulty  upon  himself.  With  regard 
to  the  other  alleged  forfeiture,  the  evidence  in  support  of  it 
waa  certainly  strong,  but  we  will  not  disturb  the  verdict. 

LiTTLEDALB  J.-*-!  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  cases 
cited  are  distinguishable ;  where  the  law  saya  that  no  man 
shall  be  allowed  to  do  a  certain  act,  unless  he  has  a  specified 
qualification,  it  lies  upon  the  party  doing  such  an  act  to 
justify  it  by  shewing  his  qualification.  Here  an  estate  has 
been  granted  by  a  person  who  wishes  to  defeat  it  on  the 
ground  of  forfeiture ;  but  before  he  can  be  allowed  to  do 
that,  he  should  shew  that  a  forfeiture  has  been  committed. 
In  an  action  of  covenant  for  not  insuring,  perhaps  it  might 
be  for  the  defendant  to  prove  affirmatively  that  be  had  in- 
sured, but  not  in  an  action  like  the  present  for  a  forfeiture* 
The  non*production  of  an  instrnment,  after  notice,  is  not 
in  itself  evidence,  but  merely  lets  in  other  evidence  of  a 
secondary  nature. 

Pattkson  and  Wiluamb  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  di8charged(a). 

(d)  Sse  ftlao  Dm  d«  Chmidku  tiff  most  give  lome  negative  evi- 

?.  J2o6fon,  3  C.  &  P.  S45,  where  dence  that  the  thiog  has  not  been 

Abbott  C,  J.  observed/'  In  all  cases  done." 
of  forfeiture,  the  lessor  oFthe  plain- 

oo  2 
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Monday,  RooTLBDGE  t,  Abbott  and  Others. 
June  nth. 
In  tmpoM  for  m  RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff 'tdweH- 

enteHiT^a^"^  ittg«bou«e,  and  for  seiztng  and  taking  away  divera  goods  and 

dwelling,  and  chattels,  to  wit  &€.,  there  foond  and  being  in  the  aaid  dwell- 

Sija'^Jr  ing-houae.     Pleas:— I,  not  guilty;  2,  that  the  dwelling- 

divers  goo<f»  liouse  was  not  the  dwelling-bouse  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  the 

there  being,  S^ods  Icc.  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff;  3,  as  to  seizing  and 

^  Uaded  "th""'  taking  the  goods  &c.,  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy  issoed  out  against 

the  house  one  JFVa$iCiS  KMowhi,  whereupon  the  defendant  AAAorr  was 

^^n"iff 's*!^  appointed  official  assignee,  and  that  the  goods  and  chattels 

nor  the  goods,  in  the  declaration  mentioned  were  the  goods  &c.  of  the  said 

the  malVhe^  bankrupt,  and  that  the  defendants  seized  them  under  the 

contest  was  as  ^^^rrant  of  the  commissioner  of  bankrupts.    At  the  trial  in 
to  the  nght  to  ...  ^      **.  ,      ,  .    i. 

the  goods ;  the  London,  Bt  the  sittings  atier  Michaelmas  term,  1887>  before 

i^'yl^^^^lMd.DennutnC.J.it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  in  »«. 

part  of  the       etmberi  \SS&,  took  an  inn  called  the  City  Hotel,  in  Cheap- 

ed^to'the^°^'  Side,  and  laid  in  a  large  stock  of  furniture  suitable  for  an 

plaintiff;  the    botsU  wUcli  were  the  goods  and  chattels  mentioned  m  the 

ing  entered  the  ^cl^r^^^  01^^  which  had  been  seized  by  the  defendants 

^iV^  h'*^r^''"~  under  the  commission  of.  bankruptcy  against  Kncwles,  who 

ruled  that  the  ktd  formsiiy  kept  the  Blossoms  Inn,  and  against  whom  a  fiat 

l3s"il^dU  ^  bankruptcy  had  bean  issued  in  July,  \S35.    The  defend- 

visible,  and      ants'  caise  at  the  trial  was,  that  the  Ctty  Hotri  had  in  reality 

posted  to  ^      ^^^  taken  by  Kmowlest  who,  not  havmg  obtained  his  certifi* 

be  amended      ^j^t^^  ^ad  put  forward  the  plaintiff  as  the  ostensible  owner, 

for  the  defend-  ^nd  that  all  the  goods  contained  therein  bad  been  obtained  on 

ant,  as  to  those  f^jiQ^j^g^  credit,  and  been  paid  for  by  KnowUs.    Evidence 

goods  which  .  "^  "^ 

were  found  not  was  given  by  die  plaintiff  to  shew  that  he  alone  had  token 

perty  of  the^  ^^^  house,  and  some  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  declara- 

plnintiff.  tion  were  proved  to  have  belooged  to  the  plaintiff  before  he 

came  to  the  City  Hotel,  to  which  he  had  removed  them  from 

bis  former  residence  at  CainberwelL    The  jury  .fauod  that 

the  house  and  fixtures  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  al«o  the 

furniture  brought  by  the  plaintiff  from  Camberwell^  but  they 
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found  that  the  goods  bought  for  the  City  Hotel  belonged  to 
Knowles,  and  they  gave  100/.  damages. 

The  plaintiff  on  this  finding  having  entered  the  posted  on 
«H  th%  issues  for  bimselfi  Sir  F.  Polhck^  in  Eft^er  tarii, 
1837#  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  atneoding  the  posteft>  io'coo* 
formity  with  the  6nding  of  the  jury  (a).  .    . 


S&i 


1638. 


ROVTtEDGE 
V. 

Abbott 
and  mhers. 


Sir  TT.  W.  FolUU  now  shewed  cause^^^It  is  conlended 
that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  costs  on  somucli  df  the 
issue  on  the  second  plea,  as  relates  to  the  goods  of  the  banb* 
rupt  Knoioka.  But  that  is  not  so.  The  rule  HiK  S  WiH*49f 
r.  74>  entitles  the  defendant  to  the  costs  of  all  issttes'fovnd 
for  the  defendant.  But  the  second  issue  in  this  casle  is 
found  for  the  plaintiff.  That  issue  was,  that  the  house  wak 
not  the  house,  and  that  the  goods  were  not  the  goods^  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  jury  have  found  that  they  were»  It  is' quite 
iMinaterial  vrhether  the  whole  of  the  goods  are  the  goods  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  declaration  oompkinsj  of  an  injury  to  the 
plaintiff's  property,  and  the  injury  proived  Co  ithoae  godds 
which  belong  to  the  plaintiff  is  that  for  wkicb  hn^  h  entitled 
to  recover.  Suppose  the  action  •  had  been  Icover^for'^OO 
boxes,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  proved  himaelf' entitled. to 
100,  and  had  offered  no  evidence  as  to'the  jfemoinder/tbe 
iasue  must  have  been  found  for  tbe  ploidtiff.^  So  in  the  Case 
of  a  libel,  when  the  plaintiff  proves  some  parts  -of  the  libel, 
he  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the  whole  cooiit.  'It  is  inipos«> 
sible,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  issile  on  the  second  |>lea  in 
divisible.  [PattesoH  J.  In  Botoen  v.  Jenkms  {by^  which 
was  ca6<&  for  distuii)ance  of  common^  where  the  defendant 
josititidd  under  a  right  of  common  for  €//  his  cattle  levant 
and  eottchanti  tund  the  plaintiff  in  his  replication  traviftrsed 
that  aH  the  cattle  were  the  defendant's  commonable  cattle 


(d)  th  the  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
M%  aeiOTtleyk  v?(n  sworn,  thdt 
^  in^i»  q(  tbe  jury  ^Bs..beh 
liewd,  to,  bp  in  writing  Cf  the  fob 
lowing  effect : — "  The  jury  find 
that  the  house  and  fixtufes  belong 


to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  furni- 
tore 'bought  by  th^  pltiMtiff  also 
^belongs  to  hu«,  ^aod  wd  find  fiir 
tbfs  plajptjf^  d«nfii8?a>  XOOL!"  .   , 
(5)  3  N.  &  P.  87. 
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iBsa  levtot  and  conchant;  I  niled  at  the  trial  that,  as  the  do* 
fendant  preyed  a  right  to  turn  on  his  cattle  levant  and 
couchaati  the  plaiotiflf  could  not  prove  a  svchargei  without 
having  a  new  assignment.  When  the  case  was  considered  in 
this  Courts  the  ruling  was  confirmed,  on  the  ground  that,  as 
the  number  of  the  cattle  was  not  material  in  the  declaration, 
and  the  defendant  had  shewn  a  right  to  turn  on  a  certain 
quantity^  he  had  a  right  to  apply  that  proof  to  the  general  al- 
legation in  the  declaration.]  That  seems  to  be  an  authority 
for  the  phimtiff  in  the  present  case.  The  number  of  the 
goods  here  is  immaterial ;  the  plaintiff  alleges  a  trespass 
with  respect  to  his  goods,  and  he  proves  a  trespass  com« 
mitted«  Suppose  the  count  was  in  trespass  for  200  bales 
of  goods,  and  the  plaintiff  recovered  as  to  10»  there  is  no 
issue  as  to  the  remaining  IQO.  [LiUledale  J.  When  the 
defendant  proved  that  half  of  the  goods  belong  to  Knowks^ 
had  he  not  proved  that  part  of  his  plea  ?]  If  he  had 
pleaded  that  part  of  the  goods  were  the  goods  of  Knowles, 
it  mq^ht  have  been  so,  but  that  would  have  been  a  bad  pka. 
On  the  present  issue*  as  the  plaintiff  proved  part  of  the 
goods  to  be  his,  it  is  quite  immaterial  that  another  part  be- 
longed to  other  persons. 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  (with  whom  was  Buitp)  contri.  This  is 
not  a  mere  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a 
dwelling-house,  but  it  is  trespass  to  a  house  and  goods*  and 
in  such  case,  if  the  jury  find  for  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  house, 
but  not  as  to  the  goods,  it  is  clear  on  principle  that  the  ver- 
dict on  the  issue  as  to  the  goods  should  be  entered  for  the 
defendant.  In  this  case,  although  the  question  relates  as  to 
the  goods  only,  the  issues  are  quite  as  distinct*  [Lord 
Dmman  C.J.  Without  doubt,  the  main  contest  at  the  trial 
was  as  to  which  party  was  entitled  to  the  goods.]  On  the 
main  pohit,  the  defendant  succeeded,  he  is  therefore  clearly 
entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  him.  The  finding 
of  the  jury,  perhaps  in  point  of  form,  is  not  quite  correct,  but 
it  is  for  the  Court  to  have  the  entry  made  according  to  the 
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meanifig  of  that  6ndiDg.  In  Doe  v.  Errington  {a\  where 
the  plea  was  only  not  guilty^  that  plea  was  held  divisible. 
So  in  Prudhomme  v.  Prater  (6),  where  the  declaration  gchi* 
tained  a  number  of  causes  of  action  for  libel,  to  whioh  not 
guilty  was  pleaded,  and  the  jury  negatived  the  greater  part 
of  the  libel,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  raised 
distinct  issues  on  the  dilSferent  allegations  in  the  declarattoni 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  costs  only  of  auo)i 
parts  of  the  declaration  as  were  found  by  tbe  plaintiff  to 
apply  to  him.  Cox  v.  Thomason(f)  also  decided  that  the 
general  issue,  pleaded  to  a  declaration  containing  several 
counts,  raised  distinct  issues  upon  each  counts  It  baa  been 
said  that,  if  the  plaintiff  brought  trespass  for  fiOO  bales  lof 
goods,  and  offered  no  evidence  as  to  igo,  there  would  be 
no  issue  except  as  to  ten  bales ;  but  that  is  not  so,  for  in 
Phythian  v.  WInte  (d),  where  tbe  plaintiff  brought  trespass 
for  breaking  and  entering  three  closes,  and  the  defendant 
justified  as  to  all  the  closesi  and  the  plamtiff  offisred  no  evi* 
dence  as  to  one  of  them,  it  was  held  that  the  isste  was 
divisible,  and  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  verdict 
as  to  that  close.    (He  was  then  stopped  by  tbe  Court,) 


sea 
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Per  CuBiAM  (e). — The  issues  on  the  second  and  third 
pleas  are  certainly  divisible;  tbe  verdict  therefore  must  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  not  guilty,  and  distribntively  on 
the  second  and  third  issues. 

Rale  absolute. 


(a)  4  DowL  P.  a  60S. 

(c)  2  C.  &  J.   498;    S. 
Dowl.  P.  C.  572. 


(d)  4  Dowl.  P^C.  714;  &a 
aM.&W.216. 
C.  1  (0  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  LUtk- 

dak,  Pattezorii  and  Williams,  Js. 
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Jnwtm.  PURSELL  tJ.  HoRNE  and  ELIZABETH  his  wife. 

1.  Throw-    The  derfaratioti  stated,  that  the  said  Elizabeth,  oti  the  Ist 
ing  wnrer  on  a  '  j^ 

person  is  a      November,  18S6,  with  force  and  violence  assaoKed  the 

8?  Where  a  P'*^"^''^*  ^^^  ^^^^  cast  and  threw  divers  large  quantities  of 

declaration       boiHtig  Water  on  the  plaintiff,  and  also  then  wetted,  da- 

defendnnt  **     tnaged,  and  spoiled  the  clothes  and  wearing  apparel  of  the 

with  assnujt-  pfaintiff,  to  wit,  &c.,  which  the  plaintiff  then  wore  and 
iHR  the  plain-  ,     i     .      .  .  ^     •  ^  i     n  «••!«• 

tifl;  and  throw-  was  clothed  with,  by  means  of  which  &c.  the  plaintin  was 

ilim'^'and  X"  ^'^^n g^^atly  hurt,  scalded,  and  wounded, 8cc.  First  plea: as 

with  wetting,    to  the  assaulting  the  said  plaintiff  as  in  the  declaration  men- 

swSg^^^^^        tibned;  and  wetting,  damaging,  and  spoiling  the  said  clothes 

clothes,  nnd  and  Wearing  apparel,  son  assault  demesne.  Second  plea : 
the  defend-  ,  -^  /.^  -, 

nnt  pleaded,     ^^  ™^  residue  of  the  trespasses,  not  gniltv. 

as  to  the  ^t  the  tri^l  of  this  cause  at  the  Northamptonshire  Spring 

nssaultinjr,nnd         .  »  # 

wettinp,  da-  a$si2tes,  ISS7,  before  Liliiedale  J.,  the  verdict  passed  for 

rpoihlfgthe^  the  plaintiff,  damages  one  farthing.    The  learned  judge 

clothes,  a  jus-  rdfiheit  t6  Certify  and  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs  under 

to  tho'resid'ue  ^^^  '^^  '^^^'  ^'  ®-    '^^^  associate  having  thereupon   in- 

ofihetres-  ddrscd  the  postea,  with  40^.eosts,  TFcfrfrfiW/ow,  in  Trinity 

passes,  not  _  ....  »..  .        i  •     -a-         i 

guilty :— Held   ^^rm  la^t,  obtained'  a  iiile,  catling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew 

that,  as  the  cflUW  Why  the  pt>st«ti  ^hould  not  be  amended,  by  sobstitot- 
wcttingofthe    ,  ^  . 

clothes  was      ing  otit  farthing  co^ts  for  forty  shillings. 

not  necessarily 
a  battery,  there 

was  no  justifi-  Humfreif  now  shewed  cause.  1.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
battery^  \o      ^9  his  fuH  costs.  Tlic  22  &  23  CV.  2,  c.  9,  s.  136,  does  not 

that  the  judge,  operate  to  deprive  a  plaintiff  of  his  costs,  unless  there  be  a 
who  tried  the    ,  \ ,  ^  .  _  _.         /.,.,,  , 

cause,  might     battery  as  Well  as  an  assault.      Now  it  is  laid  down  in 

under^22'&  M  ^^^1/^i^)  that  throwing  water  upon  a  person  is  not  a  bat- 
Car.  Q,  c.  9,  tery,  but  only  an  assault.  There  was  a  case  -  tried  at 
Jj  w2  prolJe'di  ^ovtmty,  before  Alexander  C.  B.,  where  the  defendant 
and  that,  us  threw  a  glass  bottle  at  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  held  to  be 
done  80,  the     "^  battery.     II.  If  it  is  a  battery,  there  is  a  justifieationf 

plaintiff,  who 

had  recovered  (o)  Com.  Dig.  Battery  (C). 

less  than  forty 

ahillini^a  damBges,  was  not  atntitkd  to  costs. 
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pleaded  on  the  record,  which  has  always  been  held  to  pre<»        18SB. 
vent  the  operation  of  the  statute  (a).  p   ^ 


Waddington,  contri.  I.  The  law  laid  down  by  Cofy)^ 
evidently  refers  to  cases  where  water  &c.»  is  thrown  at,  ai>d' 
npt  on  the  plaintiff.  All  the  instances  collected  in  tbft 
section  are  only  exemplifications  of  the  first  prQposjtiofii 
''  If  a  man  strike  at  another,  and  do  not  touch  hin^,  it  is  no 
battery,  but  will  be  an  assault."  [Lord  Denman  Q>in  Th^ 
Court  are  satisfied  on  this  point.] 

II.  Part  of  the  trespass,  then,  being  a  battery,  >  there  i9 
no  justification  of  it.  The  plea  studiously  separatjes  the 
chaises  of  throwing  the  boiling  water  on  the  plain,tiff|  ai|fl' 
the  assaulting  and  wetting  him,  and  damaging  bia  plpthe^j^ 
and  it  only  justifies  the  latter  charges,  pleading  not  guilty*  tq 
the  former.  The  gist  of  the  action  is  the  assault  aqd  the 
battery;  the  wetting  and  damaging  the  clol;h^  isjuatifie<)^. 
if  mere  aggravation  of  the  asHUslt.  In  BannUter  v^^i^f^  (6), 
whpre  the  declaration  charged  that  the  defendant  ^isijult^d  . 
th^  plaintiff,  and  with  a  stick  struck  him  many  Uowsi  and 
then  and  there,  with  the  said  sticki  struck  a  ic^rtMn  hor9e»  qn 
which  the  plaintiff  was  riding,  maqy  blows,  a^  t^e  ver* 
diet  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  witb^^^.  dao^agi^s ;.  it  wa^  con* 
tended  that  the  striking  the  horse  was  an  independent  asr 
sault,  and  therefore  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  2£  &  23 
Car.  2.  y  but  the  Court  held  tba^  the  wbiole  being  in  pne 
count,  the  striking  the  horse  was  ancilUrjito  the  giat  of  the 
action,which  was  the  assault  and  battery, and, therefore  that  it 
was  within  the  statute*  The  same  point  wils  ruled  in  Mean 
v.  Greenaway  {c\  where  wetting  and  tearing  the  clothes 
was  charged  in  addition  to  the  aasault  and  battery^  md  it 
wa3  held  to  be  merely  ancillary;  and  Samson  yi»Adihead(d) 
is  to  the  same  effects  In  this  case,  the  wetting  and  damag<«' 
iqg  the-  clothes  is  not  justified  as  if  consequential  from 

(a)  See  the  cases  collected  in  (6)  1  Taunt.  357. 

a  note  of  Sir  W,  Eoam^  in  his  Col'  (c)  1  H.  Bl.  391. 

lection  of  Statutes,  8  Evans'sSut.  (d)  Bulk  N.P.3S9i 
301-9. 
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the  battery^  but  from  the  aaaulL  All  formed  part  of  one 
transaction  undoubtedly,  but  it  is  easy  to  conceive  that  the 
plaintiff  might  get  his  clothes  wet  and  torn  without  any  bat- 
tery being  committed. 


Lord  Dbnm AN  C.  J.^I  think  a  battery  cannot  mean 
merely  an  injury  inflicted  by  an  instrument  held  in  the  hand, 
comtnics  aa  it  were,  but  includes  all  cases  where  a  party  ia 
struck  by  any  missile  thrown  by  another.  That  being  ao^ 
I  think  there  is  no  justification  of  the  battery  on  this  re^ 
cord. 

LiTTLBDALB  J. — Unlcss  we  were  to  hold  that  throw- 
ing boiling  water  on  a  person  is  not  a  battery^  the  woonding 
a  person  with  a  ball  from  a  pistol,  under  circumstances 
not  amounting  to  a  felony,  would  not  be  a  battery. 

Pattbson  J. — ^The  justification  is  certainly  as  to  the 
assault  only,  for  the  wetting  and  damaging  the  clothes,  or 
laceravit,  as  it  is  called,  does  not  necessarily  amount  to  a 
battery. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Rule  absoiate  (a). 


(«)  **  It  seems  that  any  injary 
whatsoever,  be  it  oever  so  smaU, 
being  actually  done  to  the  person 
of  a  man,  in  an  angry,  revengeful, 
fttde,  or  insolent  manner,  as  by 
spUdiig  in  his  face,  or  any  way 


touching  him  in  anger,  or  violently 
jostling  him  out  of  the  wi^,  ara 
batteries  in  the  eye  of  the  law.'' 
1  Hawk.  B.  1,  c.  15,  p.  110,  8th 
ed. 
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Thomas  v.  Davies.  Mtmdqyt 

JunetUh, 
Trespass  for  breaking  and   entering    the  plaintiff's  Trespiiss  for 
messuage  or  dwelling-house,  in  the  parish  of  Llaneliy^  and  entering  a^" 
for  there  seizing  and  taking  away  a  signboard  affixed  to  the  dwelling- 
said  dwelling-house.    Pleas:— l,  not  guilty;   2,  that  the  i,  not  guilty; 
messuage  or  dwelling-bouse,  and   the   signboard  thereto  ^'  ^^^^  ^^® 
attached^  were  not  the  messuage  &c.  of  the  plaintiff;  3,  not  themes- 
that  the  signboard  mentioned  in  the  declaration  was  affixed  pii^n^ii^.^a^H. 
to  the  dwelling-house  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  berum  tene- 
that  the  dwelling-house  was  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  plication,  that 

defendant.    Replication,— that  the  defendant  had  demised  ^^\  defendant 

,  .     .  had  demised 

the  said  dwellmg-house  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  year,  and  so  on  to  the  plaintiff, 

from  year  to  year,  &c.,  and  that  the  defendant  entered  into  g^f^^^ddTurin*^ 

the  said  dwelling-house  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  the  demise. 

demise.     Rejoinder, — that  the  defendant  did  not  demise  to  obtainedliver- 

the  plaintiff  modo  et  formi.  diet,  with  i/. 

At  the  trial  at  the  Breconshire  assizes,  before  Coleridge  J.,  the  judge  cer- 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  twenty  ^^^^\^°^^ 
shillings;  and  the  learned  judge  certified,  under  43  JB/ia*  c.  6:— Held, 
c.  6,  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs.  tffJ^eS' 

J.  Evans  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defend-  tied  to  full 
ant  to  shew  cause  why  the  Master  should  not  tax  full  costs  standing. 
to  the  plaintiff,  notwithstanding  the  certificate^ 

Chilton  now  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  the  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  9,  the  several  deci- 
sions ruling  that  a  plea  of  licence,  or  other  justification,  to 
trespass  quare  clausum  fregit,  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute,  ought  to  be  overruled.  [Patteson  3,  The  question 
has  just  received  a  very  elaborate  discussion  in  Purtiell  v. 
Young{a),'\  It  is  admitted  that  the  current  of  decisions  is 
opposed  to  putting  the  correct  construction  on  the  statute 
of  Charles,  but  the  attention  of  the  Court  has  never  been 

(a)  3  M.  &  W.  S8a 
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laaa        called  to  the  marked  distinction  in  language  between  the 
^[T^      43  Elix.  G.  6,  and  the  &£  8c  9S  Car.  2,  c.  9w    The  forrier 
V.  statute  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  full  costs  in  all  cases  where 

Davim.  |jg  recovered  a  verdict,  if  the  most  minute  interest  in  Iap4 
was  in  question ;  but  by  the  ££  8c  23  Car.  2,  c.  9,  the 
ji^dge  is  directed  to  certify  that  the  title  "was  chiefly  in 
question/*  in  order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  full  costs  if  the 
jury  found  less  than  forty  shillings  damages.  The  intention 
of  the  legislature  evidently  was  to  discourage  frivolous  ac- 
tions, by  depriving  the  plaintiff  of  costs  in  all  personal 
actions  if  he  recovered  less  than  that  amount,  and  unless 
the  judge  certified.  He  then  cited  Hughes  v.  Hughes  {a). 
Smith  V.  Edwards  {b)f  Dunnage  v.  Kemble(c),  and  Howell 
V.  Thomas{d). 

J.  Evans f  contri,  was  not  called  upon. 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — Mr.  Chitty,  in  his  edition  of  the 
statutes,  animadverts  upon  the  construction  which  has  been 
placed  upon  the  statute  of  Charles,  and  disapprobation  of 
it  has  from  time  to  time  been  expressed  by  the  bench ;  but 
after  so  many  decisions  establishing  the  rule,  we  are  not  at 
liberty  to  depart  from  it. 

LiTTLEDALB,  pATTEsoN  aod  WiLLiAMS  Ja.  Concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (e). 

(a)  e  C.  M.  ft  R.  66$.  (d)  7  Carr.  k  P.  342. 

{b)  4  Dowl;  P.  C.  681.  (e)  See  Pugh  v.  Roberts,  S  M. 

(c)  a  BiDg.  m.  €*  59$.  &  W.  468. 
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The  QuEkN  V.  The  Lady  Henrietta  Barbaka  Man-       ^*^v-^^ 

NEBS  Sutton  and  others.  Mondcnf, 

^     June  lUb. 

Indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  Kelhain  Bridge^  J:  On  an  in- 
in  the  county  of  Nottingham,  upon  an  alleged  liability  to  ihe  non-repair 
repair  ratione  tenura  (a\     At  the  trial  before  Bosanouet  Jf.  ^^®  bridge 
at  the  Warwick  Lent  assizes,  1836,  the  defendants,  in  answet*  held  that  a 
to  a  prima  facie  case  brought  against  them  on  the  part  of  ^^%^l^^ 
the  crown,  tendered  in  evidence  a  record  of  the  Court  of  tingoutapre- 
Exchequer,  Hil.  18  Ed.  3,  produced  from  the  treasui7  of  Jhe'SShop  of 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  Lincoln  for 
men  of  Kelham  had  presented  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  for  thebridge,and 
the  non-repairs  of  Kelham  Bridge,  and  that  upon  a  trial  {j**  *cq*;»"*^ 
had  the  jury  negatived  the  liability  of  the  Bishop  ;  and  the  which  was' 
jury,  upon  being  asked  who  of  right  was  bound  to  repair  the  fjjjjow^  b^a 
bridge,  said  that  they  were  wholly  ignorant;  and  they  also  grant  of  pont- 
found  that  the  bridge  had  been  built  about  sixty  years :  the  crown,  on  the 
reception  of  this  evidence  was  objected  to  on  behalf  of  the  FT?!.'***' '' 
crowUi  but  was  admitted  by  the  learned  judge  as  shewing  a  found  by  in- 

lis  mota  at  the  time.  '    ^"«*'  '^«'.  "^ 

,  ,  ,  .••;•'  ®"®  ^^*  liable 

The  record  in  question  set  out  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  the  to  repair  the 

sheriff  of  Nottingham,  to  bring  up  certain  presentments  pf  admfMiblc  in 

the   Bishop  of   Lincoln   for    the   non-repair  of    Kelham  evidence  to 

Bridge.    The  presentment  was  as  follows :—  liMeroorta/^ 

"Kelum.  The  township  of  Kelum  presents  that  the  Bishop  ^^^^^^^J  ra- 

I.T..  1  1  1  ..  .         ''^'**  tenure. 

of  Lincoln  ought  and  was  accustomed  to  repair  the  bridge      9.  The  iury, 

of  Kelum,  which  is  ruinous  and  broken,  in  default  of  the  a^ierd^t  oi^ 
said  Bishop,  to  the  damage  of  the  men  passing  by  the  said  acquittal,  alto 
bridge.  bridge  had 

The  bishop  pleaded,  that  neither  he  nor  his  predecessors  ^°  recently 
had  at  any  time   repaired  the  aforesaid   bridge,  nor  are  no  one  was 

they  bound  to  repair  or  sustain  the  bridcre;  of  which  he  ^'abl^'ore- 

•^  ,  ®  pairit;«fin6/;e, 

put  himself  upon  the  counti;:; ;  and  John  de  Lincoln,  who  that  such  find- 
sued  for  the  king,  did  the  like.      (The  record  then  set  out  i^^ancieol"*^^' 

an  award  of  nisi  prius  to  Retford,  in  Nottinghamshire,  and  tim^,  Is  ad- 
missible as  re- 
(a)  See  the  former  case,  5  N.  &  M.  S5d.  putation,  on  a 

question  as  to 
the  liability  to  repair  ratione  tenure. 
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that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  thereupon  taken  iu  these 
wordi,)  "  the  aforeaaid  binhop  or  his  pred^ceaaore  have 
never  repaired  the  aforesaid  bridgei  nor  are  they  bound  of 
right  to  repair  or  sustain  the  said  bridge.  The  same  jurors 
being  asked  if  there  is  any  bridge  at  the  aforesaid  town  of 
Kelm,  they  say  there  is :  also  being  asked  who  of  right  are 
or  is  bound  to  repair  and  sustain  the  bridge  aforesaid,  they  aay 
that  they  are  wholly  ignorant:  also  being  asked  at  what  time 
and  by  whom  the  bridge  aforesaid  was  first  constructed  or 
repaired,  they  said  that  about  sixty  years  past,  and  Uien  from 
the  alma  of  the  men  of  the  county  passing  there ;  and  in 
the  construction  and  reparation  of  the  bridge  aforesaid 
came  one  Oliver,  heretofore  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  the  prede- 
cessor of  the  said  bishop  who  now  is,  passing  through  the 
country,  and  of  his  own  alms  charitably  contributed  to  the 
work  of  the  aforesaid  bridge  408.,  and  in  no  other  manner.'* 
Ideo  consideratum  est,  8cc.  The  defendants  then  produced 
from  the  records  of  the  Tower  a  writ  of  privy  seal,  dated 
June  28th,  in  the  same  year  of  the  record,  "  which  wUied 
that  the  bridge  of  Kelham  was  dangerous,  and  that  no  one 
was  bound  to  repair  it,  as  was  found  by  inquest,"  and  di- 
rected a  grant  of  pontage  for  reparation  of  the  same  to  be 
made  under  the  great  seal  to  the  men  of  Kelham,  They 
also  produced  the  grant  of  pontage  made  accordingly, 
dated  August  12th,  in  the  same  year.  Upon  these  facts 
the  verdicts  passed  for  the  defendants.  Sir  F.  PoUoek,  in 
the  ensuing  Easter  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
or  to  stay  the  entry  of  judgment  on  the  above  verdict  until 
the  Court  should  further  order,  on  the  ground  that  the 
record  was  improperly  admitted  as  evidence  of  reputation, 
and  he  cited  Rex  v.  Antrobus  (a). 


Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  Jdams  Serjt  and  Siarkie,  in 
Hilary  term  (6)  last,  shewed  cause.  I.  The  objection 
now  made  is,  that  the  record  was  irrelevant,  as  it  was  im- 


(a)  4  N.  &  M.  565. 
{b)  January  SSnd,  before  Lord 
DenmanC.  J.,  LUtledalCy  WiUianu 


and  Coleridge  Js.  The  case  had 
been  in  fxirt  ai^gued  in  Michaelmas 
term  lasL 
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material  whether  there  had  been  any  As  mota  in  the  time  of 
Edw.  S,  or  not.  This  objection  was  not  made  at  the  trials 
but  it  18  not  sustainable ;  for  as  the  charge  is  made  on  the 
defendants  ratione  tenura,  it  is  important  to  shew  that  in  that 
reigo  it  was  a  oexata  quastio.  The  issue  at  the  trial  being 
whether  the  defendants'  liability  existed  since  the  time  of 
legal  memory^  the  inference  naturally  arises^  that  if  the 
owners  of  the  Kelham  estate  had  been  so  liable  they  would 
have  been  proceeded  against  then.  The  value  of  the  eti* 
dence  upon  this  point  is  another  question,  but  that  is  for 
the  jury  alone ;  as  in  Rex  ▼.  The  InhabitanU  of  Northamp* 
ton  (a),  where  a  county  was  indicted  for  the  non-repair  of  a 
public  bridge ;  it  was  held^  that  the  defendants  were  enti* 
tied  to  give  in  evidence  under  not  guilty  the  fact  of  the 
bridge  having  been  repaired  by  private  individuals,  although 
Lord  EUenborough  C.  J.  remarked  on  the  little  value  of 
such  evidence  standing  by  itself.  But  if  it  is  competent 
to  a  county  to  give  evidence  of  repairs  done  by  private 
individuals,  k  fortiori,  on  a  charge  of  liability  ratione  tenura, 
the  defendant  must  be  allowed  to  prove  that  the  public 
prosecutor,  (for  John  de  Lineoh  appears  to  have  been  the 
clerk  of  assize,)  had  made  the  charge  against  other  persons. 
Suppose  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  had  been  found  guilty  on 
the  presentment  for  the  non-repairs,  would  it  not  have  been 
almost  conclusive  evidence  in  favour  of  the  defendants  on 
the  present  indictment  ?  Yet  it  would  be  open  to  the  same 
objection  of  being  res  inter  alios  acta.  IL  The  record  is 
evidence  as  connected  with  the  grant  of  pontage,  which 
refers  to  the  inquest,  and  which  therefore  entitles  it  to  be 
read.  IIL  It  is  also  evidence  as  the  solemn  presentment  of 
twelve  men  on  their  oaths.  Jurors  anciently  were  more  in 
the  nature  of  witnesses  than  of  judges  of  facts  to  be  brought 
before  them,  and  the  old  law  attributed  the  highest  weight 
to  their  finding  (6).    Thus  it  is  laid  down  in  £  Hawk.  B.  2, 


«71 


t8S8. 


(a)  S  M.  &  S.  262. 
(6)  The  6  Hen.  0,  c.  2,  enacted 
that  panels  of  assizes  be  delivered 


The  QvBBii 
Lady 

H.SUTTOV 

and  others. 


by  the  sheriff  to  either  party  six 
days  before  the  session  of  the  jus- 
tices, in  order  that  they  might 
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c.  9,  ^  as  to  the  third  particular*  viz.  what  high  credit  the 
law  gives  to  an  inquisition  of  death  found  before  a  coroner, 
it  seems  certain  that  anciently  the  judge  would  not  receive 
a  verdict  acquitting  a  person  of  the  death  of  a  man  found 
against  him  by  a  coroner's  inquest*  unless  the  jury  so  ac~ 
quitting  the  defendant  had  found  at  the  same  time  what 
other  person  did  the  fact,  or  by  what  other  means  the  party 
came  to  his  death ;  because  it  appeared  by  the  coroner's 
view  upon  record,  that  a  person  was  killed."  So  in  Rex  v. 
JoUiffe{a)  BulUr,  J.  laid  down  that,  "  Lord  Hale,  and 
every  other  crown  lawyer,  state,  that  if  to  an  action  for 
slander*  in  charging  the  plaintiff  with  felony*  a  justification 
be  pleaded,  which  is  found  by  the  jury*  that  of  itself  amounts 
to  an  indictment*  •  •  .  .  inasmuch  as  it  is  found  by  a  jury  of 
twelve  men  (i)."  Hale  also  lays  down  (c)  that,  ^  by  the 
ancient  law  the  jury  that  acquits*  whether  upon  a  present- 
ment or  upon  an  indictment  of  homicide,  shall  be  chased 
(forced)  to  say  who  did  the  fact;  37  Ass.  13."  These 
authorities  shew  that  the  jury  were  strictly  performmg  their 
duties  in  the  answers  they  made  to  the  Court.  It  is  also  to 
be  observed*  that  the  answers  of  the  jury  were  against  their 
own  interest*  for  by  declaring  they  did  not  know  who  were 
liable  they  brought  the  burden  of  repairing  upon  themselves 
as  inhabitants  of  the  county.  The  question  then  is,  was 
the  repair  of  the  bridge  a  matter  of  public  interest?  for  if 
so*  the  record  is  also  admissible  as  reputation*  on  the 
ground  that  whenever  reputation  is  admissible  a  verdict  is 
admissible;  Reed  y.Jack8on(d).  Rex  v.  Atitrobu$(e)  may 
be  cited  contrii  on  account  of  a  dictum  of  Patteson  J.*  but 
that  was  merely  an  extra-judicial  opinion  of  the  learned 
judge.  The  distinction  between  the  public  and  private 
rights  on  which  reputation  is  or  is  not  admissible  is  not 


inform  the  jurors  of  their  right 
Bod  title  before  the  aaaisea. 

(a)  4  T.  R.  285. 

(6)  The  passage  in  Sir  M.  Hale 
is,  S  P.  C.  t51,  and  he  cites  13 
Ass.  6,  18  £<£.  3,  39  a;  Stamf. 


P.  C.  f.  94  h,  for  silDiiar  instances. 

(c)  2  Hale  P.  C.  300. 

(d)  1  East,  355.  See  also  Bnt- 
CO  V.  Lomtut,  ante,  p.  308. 

(e)  2  A.  6c  £.  794. 


fdiyidbtindtly  marked.     Wedc$  y.  Sparke  (tf)*i8  liivinstAno^        WB. 

ot  the  admkdbiiity  of  reputation  as  evkfence'  M  a  rktbt'dlF      ^"^"^^'^^ 

eoiiiaM»ii>  wbieh  is  m  the  nature  of  a  private  rigbt,  biit^lhi  « 

judgment  of  the  Court  points  out  the  right  grouildi'oFiti    ^^^^^^^ 

adoiissilutity,  viz.  that^  when  the  private  right  is  of  a  gcmernl    unci  etliers^ 

ehifaetor  such  as  to  affect  a  multitude  of  perseitfis^  ^ptitl^ 

tiou-  is  ttdmiaaible^    The  repair  of  a  eounty  bndg^  tsi'U 

matter  of  public  interest^  and  therefore  the  evidetie^  i^iad* 

miaaiUo  either  to.  establish  the  charge,  i2oger«  v.  ffbod{b), 

Moretoood  y*  Wo6d{c),  Outram  v.  Morettmod  (d),'  or  6> 

disprove  it,  JDrinkwaier  v.  Porter  (e).    PAUL  m  lEv.  .1SS0> 

€t4fq,  (Bih  edit.)    And  as  the  jurors  came  from.  QeifoiJi 

which  is  near  Kelhatn,  and  were  oogjaiaautc^the  foctsyttheii 

stateaettt  tk  eoAitled  to  weight  as  evidence  of  repvtalSDvi 

Duke  of  tiewcastk  v.  The  Hundred  of'  Broxtmtijy   It 

was  alao  contended,  that  the  record  was  not  admisaibie 

unless  it  decided  the  very  point  at  issue ;  but  that  is-.uotisoi 

for  id  Pnce  v.  LktkwoQd(g),  whkh  wasan«ctionifurdiit 

turbiug  the, phua tiff's  enjoymeul  of  Bjpew^.ad^dldienlMry.in 

a  Testry»book  was  admitted,  ahewiog  that  4he  pew  had  been 

repurad  by  the  plaintiff's  aace8lor^8ndI:iQid9iiUfaiiAeiiii/jfA 

C  J.  admitted  it  as  the.  reputalimt.  of  t|^  fMrMtb^   Sbilhe 

custom  of  one;  manor  would  probably  *  be  ^^idenbe  t30;prdvB 

a  custom  in  an  adjoining  manors  if  ihetC'be  aayfoiaHhtaan 

laid  by  shewing  a/esr  /oci,  though  the  Gonrfc  seensa  ^Jinte 

bden  of  a  contrary  opinion  in  Doe  y^  Sis9on{h).  .Again,  as 

one  of  the  questions  before  the  jury  must  have  been  as  to 

the  bridge  being  an  ancient  bridge,  the  vesdStt  of  the  jury 

upon  that  point  shews  what  the  state  ol  facta  was  before 

that  time;  and  so  also  the  question  whether  the  bishop  had 

contributed  of  his  own  alms  or  not  was  material  to  be  in« 

quired  into,  as  it  appears  by  2  litU*  70Of  that  repairs  done 

(i)  I  M.  &  S,  679.  (e)  7  C.  &  P.  181. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  245.  (/)  4  B.  &  Ad.  273. 

^)  U  Easf,  327  n.  (g)  3  Camp.  288. 

id)  14  East,  390  n.  (A)  12  East,  62. 
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of  alms  by  a  bishop  once  or  twice  would  be  a  primft  facie 
case  of  liability  ratione  tenurte  until  he  proved  the  contrary^ 

Sir  F.  Pollock,  N.  R.  Clarke,  and  Waddington,  contrA. 
The  admissibility  of  the  record  appears  to  be  now  con- 
tended for  on  two  grounds :  First,  That  it  was  admissible 
as  shewing  a  lis  mota,  without  reference  to  its  results ;  and, 
second.  That  it  is  evidence  in  itself  material  to  the  issue. 

The  first  ground  is  a  mere  pretext  for  getting  it  in  evi- 
dence; for  what  can  it  signify,  that  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln 
was  found  not  guilty  on  a  presentment  for  non-repair  of 
the  bridge  in  the  reign  of  Edw.  3.  It  is  said,  because  a 
verdict  of  guilty  against  another  party  would  be  evidence  to 
shew  that  the  defendants  are  not  liable,  so  a  verdict  of  not 
guilty  is  evidence  for  the  same  purpose;  and  the  fallacy 
attempted  to  be  raised  is,  that  the  absence  of  A  proposition 
is  equivalent  to  the  negation  of  it.  All  that  the  record  shews 
is,  that  there  was  a  lis  mota  between  other  parties,  which 
therefore  is  irrelevant  on  the  present  occasion.  Suppose  there 
had  been  a  prosecution  a  year  or  two  after  the  20  Edto,  5, 
would  the  record  have  been  admissible  then  to  prove  a  lis 
mota  f  and  if  not  then,  why  should  it  now  ?  When  the  jury 
had  acquitted  the  Bishop  of  Lincoln  their  functions  were 
discharged,  and  any  thing  more  that  they  may  have  stated, 
is  no  more  admissible  than  any  thing  else  that  passes  out  of 
Court.  The  main  question  then  is,  whether  the  contents  are 
admissible  per  se,  as  a  verdict  or  an  inquisition  i  The  pas- 
sages cited  from  Hale  {a)  and  Hawkins  (A),  as  to  the  finding 
of  a  jury,  only  relate  to  felonies,  not  to  misdemeanors ;  and 
it  appears  by  Sir  ilf.  Hate,  that  the  practice  was  obsolete 
even  in  his  time.  It  is  contended,  that  a  verdict  on  public 
matters  is  evidence  as  quasi  reputation ;  but  this  must  be 
taken  with  a  qualification,  because  the  rule  as  to  a  verdict 
on  criminal  matters  is,  that  it  is  not  evidence  between 
other  parties,  as  it  may  have  been  obtained  on  the  evi- 
dence of  interested  witnesses.     In  this  case  the  inhabitants 


(a)  3  Hal.  P.  C.  300. 


(b)  3Hawk.P.C.  b.2,c.9. 
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of  Kelham  were  certainly  interested  on  the  trial  of  the 
first  presentment.  If  the  verdict  is  relied  upon  as  reputa- 
tion, there  is  a  fatal  objection  to  it,  that  reputation  is  not 
evidence  of  a  particukr  fact.  Mr.  Starkie  lays  it  down, 
1  Ev.  34,  "  neither  reputation  nor  traditionary  declarations 
are  admissible  as  to  a  particular  fact/'  All  the  facts  found 
by  the  jury  as  to  the  time  the  bridge  was  built,  and  the  alms 
given  by  the  bishop  &c.,  resolve  themselves  into  particular 
facts,  and  therefore  fall  within  the  rule  laid  down  by  Mr. 
Starkie,  and  of  which  Harwood  v.  Sims  (n),  and  Chatfield  v. 
Fryer  (6)  are  an  illustration.  If  that  be  so,  the  only  part 
of  the  finding  that  can  be  resorted  to  is  the  declaration  of  the 
jury,  that  they  are  entirely  ignorant  who  is  liable  to  repair ; 
but  when  was  it  ever  heard  of,  that  such  evidence  was  given 
to  prove  reputation,  unless  it  was  first  made  out  that  the 
subject  was  fully  investigated  ?  Again,  the  record  is  said  to 
contain  an  inquisition  of  a  public  nature,  but  it  is  no  more 
than  an  ordinary  prosecution  for  the  repair  of  a  bridge,  re- 
garding private  rights  only.  Lastly,  it  is  said  to  be  admis- 
sible,  because  it  is  referred  to  in  the  writ  of  privy  seal;  but 
the  writ  speaks  of  an  inquest,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  this  is  the  inquest  referred  to.  It  would  rather  refer  to 
an  inquest  of  office,  which  would  be  preserved  in  the 
Chancery,  and  which  would  have  contained  a  full  investiga- 
tion of  the  subject. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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Lord  Dbnman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court. — On  the  last  trial  of  this  long  pending 
question,  whether  the  defendants  are  liable  to  the  repair  of 
Kelham  Bridge,  over  the  Trent,  ratione  tenune,  objection  was 
taken  by  the  prosecutor  to  the  admission  of  an  ancient  docu- 
ment brought  from  the  Exchequer  of  Pleas  at  York,  pur- 
porting to  be  the  record  of  pleas  in  Hilary  term,  18  Edw.  3. 
(His  lordship  then  stated  the  contents  of  the  record.) 
Much  discussion  appears  to  have  taken  place  at  the  trial, 

(a)  Wightw.  112.  (b)  1  Price,  253. 

PP  2 
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as  well  as  in  this  Court,  respecting  the  purpose  for  which 
this  evidence  was  received,  as  if  it  might  be  admissible  in 
some  points  of  view,  though  not  in  others.  We  find  it  un- 
necessary to  consider  any  distinctions  of  this  kind,  because 
we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  these  documents,  all  and 
each  of  them,  were  material  to  the  issue,  and  good  evi- 
dence towards  proving  it.  They  established,  that  in  the 
time  of  Edward  3,  the  men  of  Kelham,  acting  for  the 
public,  and  represented  by  John  of  Ldncoln,  an  officer  of 
the  crown,  proceeded  against  the  party  whom  they  con- 
ceived chargeable  with  repairing  the  bridge.  Him  the  jury 
acquitted  of  the  charge ;  and  it  was  argued  that  this  was 
all  they  had  a  right  to  do,  and  that  their  ignorance  of  any 
other  liability,  and  their  statement  of  the  origin  of  the 
bridge,  and  the  manner  in  which  the  bishop  contributed  by 
way  of  charity,  and  not  upon  compulsion,  were  beyond 
their  province.  We  think  it  cannot  be  assumed,  that  at  the 
remote  period  of  this  inquiry,  the  functions  of  a  jury  were 
bounded  within  the  same  limits  as  at  present ;  every  lawyer 
indeed  knows  that  the  contrary  is  the  fact.  With  the  rea- 
sonable presumption,  therefore,  which  must  always  be  made 
in  favour  of  the  regularity  of  proceedings  conducted  by 
proper  authority,  it  might  not  be  too  much  to  hold,  that 
this  inquest  was  a  public  proceeding,  in  which  the  jury 
might  properly  inquire,  not  only  whether  the  person  charged, 
but  also  in  general  who,  and  whether  any  one,  was  liable  to 
the  repairs. 

At  the  same  time  we  find  no  necessity  for  going  this 
length,  because,  even  if  there  should  be  some  irregularity 
in  setting  forth  some  particulars  not  inquired  of,  tliat  can- 
not vitiate  what  was  correctly  done.  The  facts,  then,  that 
the  bishop  was  presented  as  chargeable  by  the  men  of 
Kelham,  acting  for  the  public,  that  such  presentment 
ended  with  his  acquittal  on  that  ground,  and  was  shortly 
followed  by  the  grant  of  pontage  to  the  men  of  Kelham 
for  the  same  repairs,  were  strong  to  negative  any  im- 
memorial liability  ratione  tenara,  because  we  must  suppose 
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that  the  presentment  would  rather  have  been  made  against        1B58. 

the  person  so  liable,  than  against  the  bishop,  and  that  the  j^^  Quecn 

grant  of  pontage  would  not  have  been  made  at  all.  v. 

Ladt 

„    ,       ,.      ,  .  H.  SUTTOM 

Rule  discharged,  and  others. 


Blunt  and  another  v.  Harwood.  Tuaday^ 

June  \%th. 

Sir  JF.  POLLOCK,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  l.  Where  a 

rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  y^^^  i^^en  ap- 

issue  to  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  to  prohibit  that  pointed  by  a 
^  ...  J.        vestry  m 

Court  from  further  proceeding  in  a  cause  ther^m  pending  March,  tocon- 

on  behalf  of  Samuel  Jasper  Blunt  and  John  George  Fuller  j£'p*jj*"^^^ 
against  Benjamin  Harwood.  and  to  report 

The  affidavits  of  Mr.  Harwood^  on  which  the  rule  was  wooldlbe  ex- 
obtained,  stated  that  a  libel  had  been  exhibited  against  him  pedient  to 
in  the  Arches  Court  by  Blunt  and  Fuller,  the  churchwar-  any  other  plan 

dens  of  the  parish  of  Streatham,  in  Surrey,  for  the  non-  for  affording 

'^     .  '  .      .  additional  ac- 

payment  of  certain  sums  alleged  to  be  due  by  him  in  respect  commodation 

of  a  certain  rate,  made  on  the  ISth  of  February,  1836,  for  J^ghbnS^at 

the  repairs  of  the  parish  church,  and  for  and  towards  the  the  parish 

re-payment  of  part  of  a  principal  sum  of  3300/.  alleged  to  following  was 

have  been  borrowed  in  November,  J  830,  under  the  58  held  to  be  suf- 
ficient notico 
Geo.  3,  c.  45,  and  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  and  for  the  pay-  under  the 

ment  of  half-a-year's  interest  on  such  part  of  the  same  sum  p^'wjch  ®?|ld- 
as  remained  unpaid.  That  the  libel  alleged  the  said  sum  Geo.  3,  c.  45, 
to  have  been  borrowed  under  the  authority  of  resolutions  c"i34)wul^* 

entered  into  at  a  meeting  of  the  parishioners  in  vestry  the  Vestry 

Act,  (68  Geo. 
3,  c.  69,)  that 
the  object  of  a  subsec|aent  meeting  was  to  anthorize  the  borrowing  of  money : — *<  24th 
Jnljf,  1830.  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  a  vestry  will  be  held  in  the  vestry-room  of  this 
pansh  on  Monday,  the  Sd  of  August,  at  nine  o'clock,  &c.,  to  receive  a  report  from  the 
church  committee,  and  to  adopt  such  measures  as  may  appear  necessary  for  carrying  the 
report  into  execution.*' 

S.  Qumref  would  the  notice  have  been  sufficient,  if  the  latter  part  of  it  (<*  and  to 
adopt  such  measures,  &C.'')  had  been  omitted?  Sembie,  per  Patteson  J.  that  it  would : 
per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  and  LdttledaU  J.  that  it  would  not. 

3.  Qwtre  also,  where  a  church  rate  has  been  made  for  tlie  re-payment  of  money  bor- 
rowed under  certain  acts,  and  a  parishioner,  who  refuses  to  pay  the  rate,  on  the  ground 
that  sufficient  notice  of  borrowing  the  money  was  not  given  to  the  parish  under  diose 
acts,  has  been  libelled  in  the  Arches  Court,  has  this  Court  jurisdiction  to  prohibit  the 
Coart  below,  after  the  libel  has  been  admitted  to  proof,  but  before  sentence  ? 
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assembled  on  the  £d  of  August,  1830,  when  a  certain  com- 
mittee, which  had  been  appointed  by  a  vestry,  held  on  the 
and  another  17th  March,  to  consider  a  plan  then  produced,  and  to  re- 
Harwood.  P^'*  whether  it  would  be  expedient  to  adopt  that  or  any 
other  plan  for  affording  additional  accommodation  at  the 
church,  presented  their  report,  recommending  an  enlarge- 
ment of  the  parish  church  at  an  expense  of  SSOO/.  agree- 
ably to  certain  plans ;  and  their  report  was  adopted.  That 
after  the  exhibition  of  the  libel,  certain  additional  articles 
were  exhibited  by  the  churchwardens,  alleging  that  a  cer- 
tain notice  was  given  on  the  25th  July,  1830,  that  a  vestry 
was  to  be  held  in  the  vestry-room  of  the  parish  on  the  2d 
August  then  next,  at  nine  a.  m.,  to  receive  the  report  of  the 
committee  appointed  to  consider  the  plans  produced  to  the 
previous  meeting  of  the  vestry  on  the  17th  March,  for 
affording  additional  accommodation  to  the  parishioners  de- 
sirous of  attending  divine  worship  in  the  parish  church. 
The  affidavit  then  objected  that  this  notice  was  insufficient, 
as  it  did  not  declare  the  special  purpose  of  the  meeting 
according  to  the  Vestry  Act,  the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  and  that 
neither  the  libel  nor  the  additional  articles  pleaded  that  any 
other  notice  was  given.  That  deponent  had  appeared  to 
the  libel,  and  that  on  the  31st  of  Jauuary  last,  Sir  /f.  Jenner 
admitted  the  libel  to  proof,  and  assigned  the  deponent  to 
give  an  issue  thereto,  but  that  no  sentence  had  been  given 
in  the  suit. 

An  affidavit  in  answer  alleged  that  a  notice  was  duly 
published  on  the  7  th  of  March,  1830,  which  was  expressed 
to  be  a  notice  for  the  holding  of  a  vestry  in  the  vestry-room 
of  the  parish  on  the  1 7th  of  March,  1830,  at  nine  a.m.,  for 
the  purpose  of  affording  additional  accommodation  to  the 
parishioners  attending  divine  service  in  the  parish  church. 
That  this  notice  could  not  be  produced,  but  that  at  the 
meeting  held  in  pursuance  of  it,  the  committee  was  ap- 
pointed as  pleaded  in  the  libel.  That  the  following  notice 
also  was  duly  published  on  the  25th  of  July  preceding  the 
meeting  on  the  2d  of  August,  1830:^--- 


Blunt 
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''  Streatham,  24th  July,  18S0. 

*^  Notice  is  hereby  given,  that  a  vestry  will  be  held  to 
the  vestry-rooDi  of  this  parish,  on  Monday,  the  2d  day  of  and  anoUier 
August,  at  nine  o'clock  precisely,  to  receive  a  report  from  „  ^* 
the  church  committee^  and  to  adopt  such  measures  as  may 
appear  necessary  for  carrying  that  report  into  execution ; 
and  further,  that  it  is  intended  that  such  vestry  do  adjourn 
to  the  vrorkhouse  of  this  parish,  there  to  transact  the  busi- 
ness of  the  day/' 

That  the  original  notice,  of  which  the  above  is  a  true 
copy,  had  been  lost,  and  not  found  until  the  day  before 
making  the  affidavit.  The  affidavit  also  stated  that  Har- 
tvood  was  present  at  both  meetings,  and  that  he  took  an 
active  part  in  furtherance  of  the  proceedings  for  carrying 
the  plans  into  effect. 

Sir  W.  TV.  FoUeti  and  Channell  now  shewed  cause.  If 
notice  of  the  meeting  in  August,  1830,  at  which  the  reso- 
lution was  come  to  for  borrowing  money,  was  invalid,  it  is 
objected  that  the  whole  foundation  fails,  and  that  the  rate 
made  in  1836  cannot  be  levied.  It  is  said  that  sufficient 
notice  was  not  given,  according  to  Sturges  Bourne's  Act, 
the  58  Geo.  3,  c.  69^  s.  1.  That  act  provides  ''  that  no 
vestry  or  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  in  vestry  of  or  for  any 
parish,  shall  be  holden  until  public  notice  shall  have  been 
given  of  such  vestry,  and  of  the  place  and  hour  of  holding 
the  same,  and  the  special  purpose  thereof,  three  days  at  the 
least  before  the  day  to  be  appointed,"  Scc.  This  act  does 
not  say  that  all  proceedings  at  a  vestry  held  without  due 
notice  shall  be  void;  and  it  certainly  never  could  be  in- 
tended that  they  should  be  avoided  at  the  instance  of  a 
party  who  has  acquiesced  in  them  for  so  long  a  period, 
and  who  promoted  the  adoption  of  them.  On  the  17th  of 
March,  1830,  a  meeting  of  the  parishioners  was  held,  and 
a  committee  was  appointed  to  consider  certain  plans  for 
enlarging  the  parish  church  and  to  make  a  report.  The 
notioei  given  in  the  additional  articles,  stated  that  those 


1838. 


Blumt 


Harwood. 
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plans  would  be  considered  at  the  meeting  of  the  ^  of 
August.  Those  plans  could  not  be  carried  into  execution 
and  another  without  expense,  and  it  must  have  been  notorious  to  the 
whole  parish  that  one  of  the  most  essential  objects  of  that 
meeting  was  to  decide  in  what  manner  the  expense  should 
be  defrayed.  The  subject-matter  and  object  of  the  meeting 
were  known,  and  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  also 
be  known  that  3300/.  was  to  be  borrowed.  But  the 
notice,  as  represented  in  the  articles,  need  not  be  relied  on; 
the  notice  really  given  has  since  been  found,  and,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  the  real  notice 
may  be  now  set  out,  which  announces  distinctly  that  ''  the 
special  purpose'*  of  the  meeting  was  ''  to  adopt  such  mea* 
sures  as  may  appear  necessary  for  carrying  that  report  into 
execution,  &c«'' 


Sir  JP.  Pollock  and  M.  Smith,  contri.  The  notice  in  the 
libel  and  the  additional  articles  is  insufficient,  and  the 
Court  cannot  consider  any  other  notice.  [Lord  Demnan 
C.  J.  We  think  the  question  had  better  be  discussed  with 
reference  to  the  notice  now  produced.]  The  rate  can  only 
'  be  good  by  relation  to  the  meeting  of  the  2d  of  August, 
1830,  and  the  legality  of  that  meeting  depends  altogether 
upon  the  notice  of  the  24th  July.  If  the  meeting  had  no 
right  to  borrow  money,  any  rate  towards  its  re-payment  is 
bad,  and  no  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Harwood  can 
set  it  up ;  Rex  v.  Durdej/  (a).  The  true  construction  of 
58  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  s.  58,  is,  that  there  must  be  a  distinct 
assent  on  the  part  of  the  parishioners  to  authorise  the  bor* 
rowing  of  money.  Section  60  provides  that  no  application 
to  build  or  enlarge  any  chapel,  by  means  of  any  rates,  shall 
be  made,  unless  two-third  parts  in  value  of  the  proprietors 
of  lands  shall  have  consented  thereto  in  writing ;  and  this 
provision  is  recited  and  repealed  by  59  Ci^o.  3,  c.  134,  s.  24, 
which  prohibits  such  application,  if  one-third  part  in  value 
dissent.  Unless  proper  notice  be  given,  there  is  no  oppor- 
tunity for  the  parishioners  to  express  dissent.  By  Sturges 
(a)  6  Ad.  S&  £1. 10;  &  C  6  N.  &  M.  333. 


V. 

Harwood. 
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Bourne's  Act  no  vestry  can  be  held  unless  notice  has  been         1838. 
given  of  its  special  purpose,  which  must  mean  something      ^'^^'^'^ 
more  than  its  general  object,  especially  when  that  object  is    n^d  another 
to  impose  a  burden  on  the  parish.     It  did  not  appear  from 
this  notice 4bat  it  was  intended  to  borrow  money;  it  might 
have  been  intended  to  raise  money  by  pew  rents. 

Lord  Dknman  C.  J. — No  question  has  been  raised  as 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  interfere,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, by  prohibition.  In  Gate  v.  Gapper{a)  the 
Court  made  absolute  a  rule  for  a  prohibition,  in  order  that 
it  might  be  fully  considered  whether,  supposing  the  Court 
below  to  have  misconstrued  a  statute,  a  prohibition  should 
go,  after  sentence,  in  a  matter  in  which  the  Court  below 
had  original  jurisdiction,  or  whether  it  were  only  a  ground 
of  appeal.  The  sufficiency  of  the  first  notice  is  very 
doubtful,  and  if  there  were  no  other  notice  I  should  say 
this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute.  But  if  the  libel  is 
amended  by  the  insertion  of  the  real  notice,  I  think  it  will 
then  appear  that  full  and  substantial  information  had  been 
given  to  the  parish,  that  the  object  of  the  meeting  in  August 
was  to  borrow  money;  for  proceedings  had  already  been 
taken,  and  were  finally  to  be  resolved  upon,  towards  the 
enlargement  of  the  church,  for  which  a  loan  would  neces- 
sarily be  required.  The  Church  Building  Acts,  which  have 
been  referred  to,  do  not  seem  to  require  more  explicit 
notice ;  nor  does  the  language  of  the  Vestry  Act,  prohi- 
biting any  meeting  of  the  vestry  until  public  notice  shall 
have  been  given  of  the  special  purpose  thereof,  carry  the 
case  any  further.  No  particular  form  of  notice  is  prescribed 
by  any  of  the  acts. 

LiTTLEDALB  J.-^If  the  qucstiou  turned  on  the  notice 
in  the  libel,  I  should  say  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  abso- 
lute ;  but  if  the  libel  is  amended  by  introducing  the  notice 
which  has  now  been  found,  and  is  set  out  in  the  affidavit, 
then  I  think  the  Court  below  may  proceed  to  enforce  pay« 

(fl)  S  East,  47S. 


582 

1838. 

Blunt 
and  another 

V, 

Harwood. 
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ment  of  the  rate.  It  is  enough  that  the  notice,  without 
going  into  particulars,  communicated  generally  the  inform 
mation  that  money  was  to  be  borrowed  \  and  this  inforpia-* 
tion  was,  1  think,  communicated  by  notice  that  measures 
were  to  be  adopted  which  involved  the  necessity  of  bor- 
rowing money. 


Patteson  J. — I  am  not  altogether  satisfied  that  the 
notice  as  it  now  stands  in  the  libel  is  not  sufficient,  and  I 
have  no  doubt  that,  as  proposed  to  be  amended,  it  is  free 
from  all  objection.  No  particular  form  of  notice  is  re- 
quired by  any  of  the  acts  referred  to.  We  have  then  to 
consider  only  whether  the  notice  given  really  informed  the 
parishioners  of  what  was  intended  to  be  done ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  none  of  them,  on  reading  this  notice  and 
taking  it  in  connection  with  all  the  previous  proceedings 
Ifk'ith  respect  to  the  same  subject,  could  have  the  slightest 
difficulty  in  understanding  that  money  was  to  be  borrowed. 
A  church  can  neither  be  built  nor  enlarged  without  money, 
and  whence  was  this  money  to  come?  Nothing  at  all  ap^ 
pears  to  warrant  the  suggestion  that  it  was  to  be  raised  by 
voluntary  subscription  or  by  pew  rents,  which  are  illegal 
unless  specially  allowed  by  act  of  parliament.  The  den 
fendant,  after  a  long  period  of  acquiescence,  now  olyects 
for  the  first  time  to  the  authority  of  the  vestry  meeting.  I 
do  not  mean  to  say  that  be  is  now  to  be  estopped  from 
opposing  the  enforcement  of  this  rate,  if  it  was  invalid  ori- 
ginally,  but  the  continued  acquiescence  both  of  himself  and 
the  rest  of  the  parish  is  a  strong  circumstance  to  shew  that 
every  body  understood  very  well  what  business  was  to  be 
transacted  at  the  meeting  of  the  2d  of  August.  The  whole 
argument  has  gone  upon  the  assumption  of  our  jurisdiction 
to  interfere,  on  the  supposition  that  the  Court  below  is 
about  to  misconstrue  certain  acts  of  parliament.  I  am, 
however,  by  no  means  satisfied  of  our  jurisdiction,  and 
Gare  v.  Gapper{a)  is  a  decision  which  I  profess  myself 
quite  unable  to  understand. 

(4i)8£ast|47S. 
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Williams  J. — The  notice  set  out  on  affidavit  was  in  leSB. 

m;  opinion  such  as  to  prevent  any  surprise   upon  the  ^^'v^^ 

parishioners.    The  meeting  was  convened  to  adopt  such  ^^^^  another 

measures  as  might  appear  necessary  for  carrying  into  exe-  ^' 

,  .        ,  1         i-  1       •         I         Harwood. 

cution  the  committee  s  report  on  plans  for  enlargmg  the 

church.    The  measures  to  be   adopted  for  carrying  the 

report  into  execution  could  not  relate  merely  to  architectural 

plans;   the  notice  obviously  announced  that  one  of  the 

objects  of  the  meeting  was  to  consider  in  what  way  the 

expense  of  carrying  that  report  into  execution  could  best 

be  provided  for. 

Rule  discharged. 


Robinson  v.  Messenger.  T^^^^A 

June  12M. 

JJUNDAS  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  The  New 

Master  should  not  review  his  taxation  of  costs  in  this  cause,  ^y^*  ha^ 

and  allow  to  the  plaintiff  the  costs  of  the  second  issue,  not  repealed 

The  action  was  brought  on  the  warranty  of  a  horse,  to  ^.^^^  s-s"**^' 

which  the  defend^t  pleaded — 1.  non  assumpsit;   2,  that  ps  to  the 

JL  judge  s  power 

the  horse  was  sound.     At  the  trial  before  Patteson  J,,  at  to  certity,  so 

the  Lent  assizes,  1838,  for  Appleby,  the  defendant  had  a  "e'^^fgn^f' 

verdict  on  the  first  issue,  and  the  plaintiff  on  the  second,  ant  from  the 

The  learaed  judge  certified,  under  the  4  Anne,  c,  16,  s.  5,  ^^^  ^^^^^ 

that  the  defendant  had  probable  cause  to  plead  the  second  against  him, 

plea.    The  Master  had  refused  to  allow  the  costs  of  the  pleaded  seve* 

second  issue  to  either  party.  ral  matters. 

■^      ^  Where,  there- 

fore, to  an 

Armstrong  and  Sir  G.  Lewin  now  shewed  cause.    The  action  of  as- 
e  sumpsit  on  the 

4  Anne,  c.  l6,  ss.  4  and  5,  allows  the  defendant,  with  the  warranty  of  a 

leave  of  the  Court,  to  plead  several  matters,  and  provides  fJJJdant  plead- 
that,  if  a  verdict  shall  be  found  against  him  upon  any  issue,  ed— i,  non 

he  shall  pay  costs,  unless  the  judge  who  tried  the  issup  cer-  that  the*  horse 

was  sound : 
and  a  verdict  baying  been  found  for  him  on  the  Hr&t  plea,  and  against  him  on  the  second^ 
the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  certi6ed  that  he  had  probable  cause  for  pleading  the 
second  plea,— -be  was  held  to  be  exempted  bj  the  statute  from  paying  any  costs  io 
respect  of  it. 


Robinson 
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18S8.  tify  that  the  defendant  ''  had  probable  cause  to  plead  such 
matter,  which  upon  the  said  issue  shall  be  found  against 
"i'™"  him."  The  learned  judge  who  tried  this  cause  having  cer- 
Mesbengeb.  jig^  ^1,^^  |i,g  defendant  had  probable  cause  for  pleading 
the  second  plea,  he  is  exempted  by  the  statute  from  pay* 
ment  of  costs  in  respect  of  it,  unless  the  new  rules,  H.  T. 
4  WUL  4,  repeal  the  above  provision  of  the  statute.  By 
Rule  7,  {General  Rules  and  R^uhtions,)  a  defendant  who 
pleads  several  pleas,  and  does  not  at  the  trial  establish  a 
distinct  ground  of  defence  under  each  plea,  is  made  liable 
for  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  plea  which  he  shall  have  so 
failed  to  establish.  This  rule,  however,  does  not  apply  to 
a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  grounds  of  defence  in  the 
two  pleas  are  distinct  upon  the  face  of  them  ;  and  as  it  has 
no  express  words  for  the  purpose,  it  cannot  be  construed  to 
repeal  the  statute  of  Anne,  which  is  an  enabling  statute. 
The  result  of  the  trial  of  the  whole  record  was,  that  the 
plaintiflf  had  no  cause  of  action ;  for  as  the  action  was 
on  a  warranty,  and  it  was  found  that  no  warranty  existed, 
it  was  quite  immaterial  whether  the  horse  was  sound  or 
not ;  so  that  this  case  is  precisely  the  same  with  Cooke  v. 
Sayer  (a). 

Dundas,  contri.  The  judge  had  no  authority  to  certify. 
The  licence  given  by  the  statute  of  Anne  is  inconsistent  with 
the  new  rules,  and  therefore  is  repealed  by  them,  as  they 
have  themselves  the  force  of  a  statute.  [Patteson  J.  The 
words  of  the  7th  rule  may  be  large  enough  to  apply  to  the 
pleas  in  this  case;  but  the  rule  seems  rather  pointed  at  such 
pleas  as  merely  varied  the  same  ground  of  defence,  and 
might  be  made  the  subject  of  an  application  to  a  judge.] 
He  also  cited  Bird  v.  Higginson  (6),  Spencer  v.  Hamer- 
ton{c),  Simpson  v.  Hurdis{d).  IPatieson  J.  mentioned 
Richmond  v.  Johnson  (e).] 

(a)  2  Burr.  753.  (d)  5  Dowl.  P.  C.  304. 

(b)  5  Ad.  &  £1.  83.  (f)  7  East,  583. 

(c)  4  Ad.  &  El.  413. 
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Per  Curiam  (a). — It  was  not  iDtended,  by  the  new  rules 

which  have  been  referred  to,  to  repeal  the  statute  oiAnne  as  "Bjo^^v 

to  double  pleading.  ^,     v* 

Rule  discharged.  MEssBNOEa, 

(a)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Liltledale,  Pattnon  and  Williami  Js. 


Young  t^.  RishWORTH.  Wednesday^ 

June  13M. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of      l.  Section 

the  plaintiff)  and  on  an  account  stated.     Pleas:   1,  non  as-  a  c.^ie  ^htch 

sumpsit:  2,  that  on  the  15th  July,  1822,  a  commission  of  vests  in  the 

bankruptcy  issued  out  against  the  plaintiff,  under  which  he  the^tare 

was  duly  declared  to  be  a  bankrupt;  and  that  on  the  22d  ^^^^^^^ 

July,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  notice  was  published  thereof  in  the  bankrupt  who 

public  Gazette;  and  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  on  the  21st  ^^^l^^ 

October,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  duly  obtained  his  certificate :  uonnd  under 

and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  plaintiff  aforesaid,  commislrion 

on  the  20th  May,  1825,  again  became  a  bankrupt,  and  that  itretrospec- 

on  that  day  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  out  against      2.  In  as- 

him,  under  which  he  was  duly  declared  to  be  a  bankrupt.  •■«?•>'  ^ 

recover  a  sum 
The  defendant  then  averred,  that  on  the  5th  July,  in  the  of  money, 

year  aforesaid,  assignees  were  duly  chosen  of  the  estate  and  ^f^^l^^j 

effects  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  an  assignment  was  made  to  plaintiff  had 

them  of  all  the  present  and  future  personal  estate  of  the  ^  bankrum 

plaintiff,  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors;  and  although  the  and  that  ne 

plaintiff  duly  surrendered  himself  &c.,  and  duly  conformed  ]5g.  in  tfe 

himself  to  the  statutes  then  in  force  concerning  bankrupts,  R^und  "oder 

and  although  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  and  after  the  making  commission: 

of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  127,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  April,  1826,  duly  ^alljemurw 

obtained  his  certificate  of  conformity  under  the  last-men-  to  be  a  good 

tioned  commission,  nevertheless  the  defendant  says  that  the  ^Geo!Vc?t6 

estate  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  last-mentioned  commission  >•  ^27,  had 

has  not  produced  sufficient  to  pay  the  creditors,  under  the  estate  in  such 

last-mentioned  commission,  15s.  in  the  pound,  whereby  and  ^^  "*  1"", 

i..  1  •1111.     aswgnees  ab- 

by  one  of  the  statutes  m  such  case  provided,  the  debt  m  solutely,  and 

did  not  leave 
him  a  right  of  action  suhjeot  to  their  interference. 


Young 
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and  bj  the  declaration  demanded  hath  vested  in  the  said  as- 
signees under  the  last-mentioned  commission.    Verification. 
V.  Special  demurrer  and  joinder. 

RiSIIWORTH. 

Knowles,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  in  Hilary  term 
last  (a).  The  question  raised  by  this  demurrer  is,  whether 
the  estate  and  effects  of  a  trader  who  has  been  twice  a 
bankrupt,  but  who  has  not  paid  his  creditors  15s.  in  the 
pound,  vest  so  absolutely  in  the  assignees,  that  he  is  pre- 
vented from  suing,  even  though  his  assignees  do  not  interfere. 

I.  There  is  a  difference  between  the  language  of  the 
5  Geo.  2,  c.  SO,  8. 9,  and  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  l6,  s.  127»  with 
respect  to  second  bankruptcies.     The  former  statute  made 
the  future  effects  of  a  trader,  who  should  be  a  bankrupt  for 
a  second  time,  liable  to  his  creditors  only ;  the  6  Geo.  4 
vests  them  in  his  assignees  (6).     But  it  is  submitted  that  the 
principle  of  the  decisions  on  the  former  statute,  with  respect 
to  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  apply  to  the  present  case. 
Those  cases  shew  that,  except  as  against  his  assignees,  an 
uncertificated  bankrupt  may  maintain  assumpsit  for  work  and 
labour;  Silk  v.  Osborne  (c),  Chippendale  v.  Tomlinson{d); 
or  for  money  lent,  Evans  v.  Brown  {e)'^  or  bring  trover, 
Webb  V.  Fox{f)\  or  may  indorse  bills  of  exchange,  Dray- 
ton  V.  Dale(g).    The  ground  of  these  decisions  is,  that  if 
the  assignees  do  not  choose  to  sue  in  such  cases,  the  debt 
would  be  lost,  unless  the  bankrupt  were  allowed  to  sue, 
and  this  was  expressly  put  forward  by  Holroyd  J.,  as  the 
ground  of  his  decision  in  Drayton  v.  JDale(g).    If  these 
cases  be  law,  they  apply  equally  strongly  to  a  person  twice 
a  bankrupt  as  to  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  and  the  analogy 
between  the  two  cases  was  strongly  relied  upon  by  Sir  fT. 
Follett  in  Robertson  v.  Score  (A). 

(a)  Jan.  19,  before  Lord  Deft-         (d)  1  Cooke's  B.  L.  518. 
man  C.  J.,  Littledak,  IFiUiam  aod         (e)  1  £sp.  170. 
Coleridge  Js.  (/)  7  T.  R.  391. 

(6)  See  the  section  in  the  judg-         (g)  S  B.  &  C.  293;  3  D.  &  R. 

ment  of  the  Court.  534. 

(c)  1  £sp.  140.  (A)  3  B.  &  Ad.  338. 
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II.  It  is  not  yet  a  decided  pointy  i/vhether  section  127  of        1838. 
6  Geo.  4  is  retrospective.     It  was  certainly  held  to  be  retro-      ^^^''^^^ 
spective  in  Ehton  v.  Braddick{a),  but  a  contrary  decision  v. 
had  been  come  to  by  this  Court  in  Carew  v.  Edwards  (6)  3    Rwh^orth. 
and  in  Ex  parte  Hawky  (c)  it  was  decided  that  the  section 

is  not  retrospectivci  where  both  commissions  issued  before 
the  dommencement  of  the  act,  which  is  the  present  case,  as 
the  act  came  into  operation  on  the  1st  September,  1825. 

III.  But  assuming  section  127  to  be  retrospective,  it 
does  not  appear  on  these  pleadings  that  the  debt  sued  for 
vested  in  the  assignees  at  all.  By  that  section,  the  tools  of 
trade,  furniture  and  clothes  of  the  bankrupt,  are  excepted 
from  vesting  in  the  assignees ;  therefore,  according  to  a  well- 
known  rale  in  pleading,  the  plea  should  have  negatived  the 
exception.  [Coleridge  J.  If  a  bankrupt  sells  his  tools  or 
furniture,  would  the  money  he  obtained  for  them  come 
within  the  exception?]  Probably  it  would,  according  to 
Lord  Kenyon's  views  in  Evans  v.  Brown  (d).  Besides,  what 
is  there  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  a  trustee  of  the 
debt?  It  lay  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  that  the  debt  was 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  vest  in  the  assignees.  [Littledale  J. 
If  the  plaintiff  sued  as  a  trustee,  he  should  have  shewn  that 
in  his  replication,  as  in  Winch  v.  Keeley  (e).] 

Sir  W.  W.  Folktt,  contri.  The  present  case  has  been  Ymt  point. 
virtually  decided  by  many  cases,  on  section  127  of  6  Geo.  4, 
c«  Id.  It  is  true  that  in  Robertson  v.  Score  (/)  the  same 
argument  was  used  that  has  been  urged  to-day,  to  shew 
the  analogy  between  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  and  a  per- 
son twice  bankrupt,  but  it  was  unsuccessful,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  effect  of  the  clause  was  to  vest  all  future  debts 
of  the  bankrupt  absolutely  in  the  assignees,  when  155.  in 
the  pound  had  not  been  paid  under  the  commission*    The 

(a)  2  C.  &  Bf .  435.  {d)  1  Esp.  170. 

(b)  4  B.ar  Ad.  351 ;  5.C.  1  N.         (c)  1  T.  R.  619. 

&  M.  638.  (/)  3  B.  &  Ad.  338. 

(c)  S  Mont.  &  Ayr.  426. 
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decision  of  the  Court  also  in  Elston  y.  Braddick(a),  in  Ex 
'^^^      porte  Robinson  (6),  and  in  Fowler  v.  Coster  (r ),  all  proceeded 
V.  on  the  ground  that  the  l£7th  section  vested  all  the  effects 

I  BwoBTB.   ^f  ^^^1^  ^  bankrupt  in  the  assignees.     But  the  present  case 
does  not  fall  within  the  principle  of  the  cases  cited  on  the 
Hiird  point,      other  side.    For  in  all  of  them  something  was  shewn  to  take 
out  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  the  debt  in  ques- 
tion,  which  prim&  facie  vested  in  the  assignees.     Under 
the  5  Oeo.  2,  c.  30,  the  bankrupt  had  a  defeasible  estate  in 
such  of  the  property  as  the  assignees  allowed  him  to  enjoy* 
and  therefore  he  might  maintain  assumpsit  for  his  work 
and  labour,  or  sue  on  bills  of  exchange,  which  his  assignees 
had  permitted  him  to  hold;  or,  if  he  were  allowed  to  retain 
possession  of  his  house,  he  might  bring  any  action  against 
wrong-doers.    The  cases  are  collected  in  Eden^s  Bank.  L. 
255,  but  he  adds  to  them  the  cases  of  Nias  v.  Adamson  {d) 
and  Hull  v.  Pickersgill(e)9  which  shew  how  slight  even 
under  the  old  act  was  the  uncertificated  bankrupt's  right  to 
any  property.    Under  the  present  act,  the  goods  are  vested 
prim&  facie  in  the  assignees;  and  if  the  bankrupt  relies  upon 
any  thing  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  he  should  shew 
it  by  his  plea.    This  distinction  depends  on  the  difference 
in  the  language  of  the  5  Geo.  2,  c.  SO,  and  the  6  Geo,  4. 
Second  point.        H'*  Elston  v.  Braddick{d)  has  been  considered  to  have 
settled  the  question  as  to  the  retrospective  effect  of  the  127th 
section.     Ex  parte  Hawley  (/),  which  has  been  cited,  has 
an  incorrect  marginal  note,  and  it  does  not  appear  on  what 
ground  Lord  Brougham  C.  decided  the  case. 

Knowles,  in  reply.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  dis- 
tinguish between  a  bankrupt  not  paying  15$.  in  the  pound 
under  the  second  commission,  and  an  uncertificated  bank- 
rupt.    Elston  V.  Braddick{a)  does  not  govern  this  case,  for 

(a)  2  C.  &  M.  435.  (<0  3  B.  &  Aid.  S25. 

(b)  Mont.  &  Mac.  44.  (e)  1  Brod.  &  B.  S82. 

(c)  10  B.  &  C.  4«7;  S,  C.  6  (/)  2  Mont.  &  Ayr.  426. 
Maon.  &  R.  352. 
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there  the  assignees  adopted  the  debt  and  sued,  which  it  is        18S8. 
conceded  they  may  in  all  cases.     It  is  said  that  the  plain- 
tiiF  should  have  replied  any  special  matter  on  which  he  v. 

relies;  but  that  is  not  so,  for  in  Drayton  v.  Dale  (a),  where  «""^«>*"« 
to  a  plea  of  bankruptcy  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  after  the 
assignment  the  bankrupt  indorsed  the  bill  sued  upon  with 
the  consent  of  the  assignees,  although  this  issue  was  found 
against  the  plaintiff,  the  Court  held  that  he  was  entitled  to 
judgment  on  the  whole  record,  and  therefore  held  that  the 
replication  raised  an  immaterial  issue. 

Cur,  adv.  vuli. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court.  —  This  was  an  action  brought  in 
assumpsit,  upon  counts  for  money  had  and  received,  and  on 
an  account  stated.  The  defendant  pleaded  in  substance 
that  the  plaintiff,  in  the  year  1822,  became  bankrupt,  and 
obtained  his  certi6cate;  and  again,  that  in  the  year  1825  he 
became  bankrupt,  and  on  1st  April,  1826,  obtained  his  cer- 
tificate, but  that  the  estate  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  latter 
commission,  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  his  creditors  155.  in 
the  pound,  and  had  not  paid  them,  or  any  of  them,  that  sum. 
To  this  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  the  question  is,  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  that  plea,  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  bring  this  action;  and  that  mainly  depends 
(as  was  admitted  in  argument  on  both  sides)  upon  the  proper 
construction  of  the  127th  section  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16;  be- 
cause if  that  statute  applies  to  the  cases  of  bankruptcy 
which  took  place  before  it  passed,  it  was  hardly  contended 
but  that  the  plea  does  amount  to  an  answer  to  the  action; 
and  we  think  that,  after  the  decisions  which  have  taken 
place,  the  question  can  no  longer  be  considered  as  open. 
The  language  of  the  127th  section  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  is  as 
follows : — *'  If  any  person  who  shall  have  been  so  discharged 
by  such  certificate  as  aforesaid  &c.,  shall  be  or  become 
bankrupt,  and  have  obtained  or  shall  hereafter  obtain  such 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  293;  5.C.  3  D.  &  R.  534. 
VOL.  III.  Q  Q 
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certificate  as  aforesaid^  unless  bis  estate  shall  pay  1 5<.  in 
the  pound,  his  future  estate  and  effects  (except  &c.)  JuiU 
be  veUed  in  the  assignees  under  the  commission/'  And 
upon  this  pointy  whether  the  Bankrupt  Act  does  apply  to 
commissions  sued  out,  and  certificates  thereunder  obtained 
before  it  passed,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  the  statute  just 
quoted  be  in  its  effect  retrospective,  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, after  deliberation  and  a  careful  comparison  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  two  statutes  (5  Geo.  2,  c.  SO,  and  the  present 
act),  have  come  to  a  decision  in  the  afiirmative.  That 
being  so,  we  consider  ourselves  bound  by  that  decision, 
being  of  opinion  that  it  is  most  inconvenient  to  question 
the  authority  of  cases  deliberately  decided,  except  for  the 
strongest  and  clearest  reasons.  In  this  case,  however,  we 
approve  of  the  reasons  given  as  well  as  of  the  decision  itself, 
which  is  indeed  fortified  by  the  cases  of  Fowler  v.  Co$ter{a) 
and  Robertson  v.  Score  {b). 

The  statute  therefore  being  (as  we  think  it  is)  applicable 
to  the  present  case,  what  is  its  effect  ?  The  words  are,  "  his 
future  estate  and  effects  shall  be  vested  in  the  assignees," 
and  his  person  only  be  protected.  The  language  of  the 
former  act,  5  Geo.  2,  c.  SO,  s.  9,  is  different;  it  is  there  said 
that  '^  the  future  effects  shall  remain  liable  to  his  creditors, 
as  before  the  passing  of  that  act,"  that  is  (according  to  the 
construction  put  by  this  Court  in  Fowler  v.  Coi/er(a),) 
liable  to  his  individual  creditors.  Here,  however,  they  are 
vested  absolutely  in  the  assignees,  and,  by  consequence, 
divested  from  the  bankrupt  under  the  circumstances  dis- 
closed in  the  plea,  which  we  therefore  think  contains  a 
sufficient  answer  to  the  action,  and  that  judgment  must  be 
for  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  (c). 


(a)  10B.&C.437;  5.C.5M. 
&  R.  353. 

(6)  3B.&Adol.338. 

(r)  See  Guthrie  v.  Boucher,  8 


Simons,  248,  where  ShadwellV, C. 
decided  that  section  197  of  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  16,  applied  only  to  bankrupt- 
cies happening  after  the  act. 
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1838. 

The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire.  ,^'^ 

Wednofdm/, 

Sir  W.  W.  FOLLETT,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,     ^""^^^M. 
had  obtained  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the  defendants  to  of  the  grounds 

enter  continuances  and  hear  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  of  ^.PPfal 

*^*  ^  against  an  or* 

re  mo  val .  der  of  removal 

Notice  of  appeal,  and  a  statement  of  the  grounds  thereof,  Jl^j^ed"  before 

had  been  duly  served  on  the  respondent  parish  before  the  the  Epiphany 

last  Epiphany  sessions  at  Chesterfield,  when,  in  conse-  the  appeal  was 

quence  of  the  pressure  of  business,  the  case  was  made  a  intended  to  be 

,       r«  •  -n  r  1  •         tried,  but  in 

remanet  to  the   £<aster  sessions.     ISefore   these  sessions  consequence 

a  fresh  statement  of  the  grounds  of  appeal  was  served,  of  pressure  of 

*  business  was 

which  differed  in  some  respects  from  the  former.     When  made  a  rema- 

the  appeal  came  on  for  trial,  and  the  appellants  had  been  gta^tement^dif- 

called  upon  to  produce  their  statement,  they  produced  both  fering  in  some 

statements;  and  the  Court,  after  discussion,  held  that  they  thei^rmer''^ 

must  elect  and  rely  upon  one  only,  and  on  their  electing  to  was  after- 

II  I  1     •  « •         1    I         1        wards  served, 

rely  on  the  statement  last  served,  it  was  objected  that  they  and  relied 

had  thereby  waived  the  other,  and  that  the  statement  relied  "P^°  *'  '^® 

next  ses- 

on  was  invalid,  because  it  had  not  been  served,  according  sions:— Held, 
to  4  8c  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  8J,  fourteen  days  before  the  first  g^ons^were*" 
day  of  the  sessions  at  which  the  appeal  was  intended  to  be  bound  to  bear 
tried,  which  sessions,  in  this  case,  were  the  Epiphany,  and  the  »^nd  ^" 
not  the  Easter  sessions.     The  sessions  decided  in  favour  of  statement. 
the  objection  and  dismissed  the  appeal. 

N,  R.  Clarke^  now  shewed  cause.  If  the  word  intended 
is  to  have  any  meaning  at  all,  the  appellants  were  bound  by 
the  statement  originally  served  before  the  prior  sessions, 
when  they  certainly  intended  to  try.  [Lord  Denman  C.  J. 
Suppose  they  had  given  in  their  statement  so  early  before 
the  sessions,  that  they  had  time  enough  afterwards  to  serve 
a  totally  different  or  an  amended  statement,  could  they  not 
have  done  so?]  Such  a  licence  would  be  most  inconve- 
nient. If  the  respondents  relied  on  a  settlement  by  hiring 
and  service  in  the  appellant  parish,  and  the  first  statement 
of  the  appellants  had  set  up  a  subsequent  settlement  in 

QQ  2 
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183&        Bome  other  parish,  the  appellants  might,  in  the  event  of 
,^^"^1^^      the  witness  dyincr  who  was  to  prove  the  case  a&ainst  them. 
V.  serve  another  statement,  contaming  a  simple  denial  of  the 

jy^t^iMM  '*'"°8  ""^  service,  which  would  be  no  longer  capable  of 
proof.  The  examination  of  the  pauper  and  the  statement 
of  the  grounds  of  appeal,  are  like  a  record  at  Nisi  Prius. 
Where  an  appeal  has  been  made  a  remanet,  it  is  as  irre- 
gular to  substitute  a  new  statement,  as  for  a  defendant  to 
alter  his  pleas,  where  a  cause  has  been  made  a  remanet. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  The  sessions  might  award  costs  to 
the  respondents,  if  they  should  be  misled,  and  thereby  put 
to  expense.]  They  have  no  power  to  award  costs  to  the 
respondents,  unless  ultimately  successful,  and  the  variation 
of  statement  might  be  the  very  cause  of  their  failure. 

Sir  W.  W.  FoUetti  and  Willmore,  contri,  were  not  called 
upon. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J. — I  do  not  think  the  word  intended, 
in  the  act,  should  be  construed  so  as  to  confine  the  appel- 
lants strictly  to  their  original  statement.  It  is  reasonable 
that  they  should  be  heard. 

LiTTLEDALE  and  Patteson  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (o). 

(a)  Wiiliamt  J.  was  sitting  in  the  Bail  Court. 


Ki^Sf!  ^^^  Queen  v.  William  Roberts. 

warranto  ?n^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  '"  information  in  the  nature  of  a 
formation  has  quo  warranto  against  the  defendant,  for  exercising  the  office 
against  a  rau-  ^f  mayor  of  the  borough  of  Carnarvon.  On  a  demurrer 
nicipal  officer  jq  tjjg  replication  the  same  objection  was  set  up  to  the  de- 
for  a  defect  in  ...  .      ,  -.    r,     .  «,    ir    •» 

his  election,  fendant  s  election  as  m  the  case  of  Regtna  v.  W.  L.  Ro- 
cured  by 

7  Will.  4  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  2,  application  to  discontinue  should  have  been  made 
immediately  after  the  passing  of  that  act,  in  order  to  entitle  the  relator  to  hrs  costs. 
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berls  {a).  After  the  decision  in  that  case.  Sir  W.  W.  Folleit,         1838. 

on  the  part  of  the  relators,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  discon-    ,^^1^ 
.  ,.  ....  .       .  r     ,  The  Queen 

tinue  the  proceedings,  and  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  v. 

pay  the  costs  up  to  that  time,  under  the  7  WUL  4  and   I      Roberts. 

Vici.  c.  78,  s.  20. 

Jervis  now  shewed  cause.  The  objection  to  the  de- 
fendant's election  in  this  case  is,  that  he  was  elected  mayor 
before  the  whole  number  of  aldermen  were  elected,  but 
such  an  election  is  declared  to  be  good  by  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  new  act.  It  is  not  one  of  the  cases  provided 
for  by  s.  1,  which  enacts  that  certain  defects  in  the  title 
shall  not  be  questioned ;  s.  20,  therefore,  does  not  apply  to 
the  present  case ;  for  although  the  words  of  it  are  general, 
section  1  refers  expressly  to  s.  £0,  but  s.  2  does  not,  which 
shews  that  s.  20  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  it.  It 
does  not  even  appear  that  the  defendant  relies  on  the  7 
fVilL  4  and  1  Vict.  c.  78,  for  the  validity  of  his  election;  he 
is  prepared  to  argue  the  demun*er,  and  contend  that  his 
election  is  good  under  the  first  municipal  act.  But  if  the 
argument  is  gone  into  the  Court  must  recognize  the  7 
WUL  4  and  1  Vkt.  c.  78,  s.  2,  which  declares  that  bis 
election  is  good.  In  neither  case  therefore  can  the  defend- 
ant be  called  upon  to  pay  costs.  II.  At  all  events  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  was,  that  application  to  discontinue 
should  have  been  made  immediately  after  the  passing  the 
act.  It  was  not  contemplated  that  the  case  should  be  pro- 
ceeded with  till  it  was  ripe  for  judgment,  and  then  that  the 
relators  should  abandon  their  case,  and  seek  to  make  the  de- 
fendant pay  all  the  costs.  That  being  so,  the  application 
should  come  from  the  relators.  A  defendant  cannot  dis- 
continue. 

Sir  W.  W.  Folkii,  conUi.  The  present  proceedings  on 
the  part  of  the  relators  are  moulded  on  the  decisions  of  the 
Court  in  Regina  v.  Jones  (6)  and  Regina  v.  W.  L.  Ro- 
berts (a).  As  the  Court  decided  there,  that  the  late  act  is 
not  of  itself  a  discontinuance  of  the  proceedings,  and  that  if 
(a)  Antft  p.  29 J.  (6)  Not  jet  reported. 
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the  relator  rely  on  a  defect  cured  by  the  act,  he  ought  to 
apply  to  discontinue,  he  has  now  done  so.  [Patieson 
J.  In  Regitia  v.  W.  L.  Roberts  {a),  we  held  that  either 
party  might  apply  to  discontinue ;  the  difficulty  arises  be- 
cause the  legislature  have  chosen  to  say  in  s.  8,  that  atn 
election  like  the  defendant's  shall  be  good,  and  therefore 
there  is  nothing  to  induce  him  to  come  forward  and  apply 
for  a  discontinuance,  which  would  oblige  him  to  pay  costs.] 
The  difficulty  seems  to  suggest  that  the  act  itself  should 
be  deemed  a  discontinuance ;  but  the  Court,  on  the  former 
occasion,  did  not  accede  to  that  view.  [LittUdale  J.  It 
is  difficult  to  conceive  how  there  can  be  a  discontinuance 
without  a  rule  for  it.]  The  Court  must  give  effect  to  the 
words  of  the  act,  s.  20,  that  the  proceedings  are  to  be  dis- 
continued upon  payment  by  the  defendant  of  costs  "  up  to 
that  time.''  And  as  it  has  been  decided  that  an  applica- 
tion to  discontinue  is  necessary,  "  that  time"  must  mean 
the  time  of  application. 

Lord  Den  MAN  C.  J. — I  agree  in  the  argument  that  the 
relator  is  entitled  to  receive  costs  up  to  the  time  of  appli- 
cation,  but  I  think  that  application  ought  to  have  been 
made  immediately  upon  the  passing  of  the  act.  For  the 
words  of  s.  20  are,  **  that  the  proceedings  shall  be  discon- 
tinued immediately  upon  passing  of  this  act,  upon  payment 
of  the  costs  incurred  up  to  that  time."  Those  words  must 
be  taken  altogether.  Parties  are  not  to  wait  till  they  see 
what  the  decision  of  the  Court  may  be^  and,  when  they  find 
it  will  be  against  them,  to  seek  to  cover  themselves  by  a  pro- 
vision not  meant  to  apply  to  the  case.  I  am  sorry  that  the 
act  is  so  ill  drawn  as  to  raise  so  much  inconvenience  when 
vested  interests  are  concerned — but  still  the  words  of  tbe 
statute  leave  no  alternative.  "  That  lime"  must  mean 
immediately  on  the  passing  of  the  act,  and  if  the  act  itself 
operated  as  a  discontinuance,  it  would  be  the  same  thing. 

LiTTLEDAJLE  and  Patteson  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged  (A), 
(c)  AfU^f  p.  395.  (P)  WMhm  J.  was  sitting  in  the  Bail  Court. 
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Wcdnudatff 
The  Queen  r.  The  Recorder  of  Hull.  Jum  13M. 

jR^  C.  HI LD YARD  had  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  The  dutj  of 

why  a  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  directed  to  the  insMcton  of 

defendant,  commanding  him  to  investigate  the  accounts  of  ^^ig^^'  "]^ 
„  '  ,  .  measures  &c., 

I'homas  Oglaby,  inspector  of  weights  and  measures  for  the  under  5  &  6 

town  and  count;  of  Kingston-upon-Hull,  and  make  an  order  j^^  bv'the 

for  reasonable  remuneration  to  him  for  the  discharge  of  his  Corporation 

.     Act  5  &  6 
duties  as  such  inspector.     By  the  affidavits  on  which  this  -pyili^  4  ^^  75^ 

rule  was  obtaitied.  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Oelesby  was  ap*  devolved  upon 

.       J    ^       ,         f         rr  &       y  t-  recorders  of 

pomted  by  the  magistrates  of  Hull,  at  quarter  sessions,  boroughs. 

inspector  of  weights  and  measures,  in  pursuance  of  the 
provisions  of  the  5  &  6  WUL  4,  c.  63,  s.  17  (a),  which  was 
passed  Sept.  9,  1835.  The  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  having 
received  the  royal  assent  on  the  same  day,  a  question  arose 
in  the  town  and  county  of  Hull,  whether  the  powers,  given 
to  the  magistrates  in  quarter  sessions,  under  section  \7, 
were  transferred  to  the  recorder  under  6  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  76, 
6.  105,  or  whether  it  had  not  vested  in  the  magistrates  under 
5  &  6  WUL  4,  c.  63,  s.  £5.  The  recorder,  therefore,  on 
Mr.  Oglesby  making  application  at  the  Easter  quarter  ses- 
sions, 18S8,  for  an  order  that  his  salary  should  be  paid, 
declined  to  entertain  the  application,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  an  opportunity  of  taking  the  opinion  of  this  Court  as 
to  the  point  of  jurisdiction. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  and  Armsfrong,  now  shewed  cause. 
The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  recorders  of  boroughs 

(a)  Section  17  of  that  act,  which  subsequent  general  or  quarter  ses- 

was  passed  Sept.  9,  1835,  enacted,  sions,     should    (amoogst     other 

thalin£iigland,attbegeDeralquar-  chiogis)  appoint  a  sufficient  num- 

ter  sessions  of  the  peace  next  after  ber  of  inspectors  of  weights  and 

the  passing  of  that  act,  the  jus«  measures  &c.,  and  should  allot  to 

lices  of  the  peace  of  every  county,  each  inspector  a  separate  district, 

riding,  or  dtviston,  or  county  of  a  and  should  direct  what  reasonable 

city,  or  county  of  a  town,  in  gene-  remuneration  should  be  paid  to 

ral    quarter    sessions    asssmbledi  such  inspectors,  &c. 
and  so  from  time  to  time  at  any 
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^^^'        are  in  future  to  appoint  inspectors  of  weights  and  measures. 
The  Qu£Ev    '°^  perform  the  other  duties  which  the  5  &  6  Will,  4,  c.  63, 
V.  s.  17,  threw  upon  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions.     It  is 

Hull.  contended  that,  as  by  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act, 
s.  105,  the  recorder  is  to  have  cognizance  of  all  crimes, 
oflfences,  and  matters  whatsoever^  cognizable  by  any  court 
of  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  counties,  this,  being  a 
matter  cognizable  by  the  quarter  sessions,  is  a  duty  thrown 
upon  the  recorder.  But  it  is  contended  that  the  mtention 
of  the  legislature,  in  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act,  was 
to  separate  the  functions  theretofore  discharged  by  the 
quarter  sessions,  giving  all  the  criminal  jurisdiction  to  the 
recorder  alone,  and  the  superintendauce  of  all  other  local 
matters  to  the  magistrates  of  the  place.  This  being  the 
clear  intention  of  the  legislature,  "  all  matters  whatsoever*' 
referred  to  the  recorder  must  be  construed  to  mean  matters 
guidem  genem  to  the  crimes  and  offences  previously  enu- 
merated. [LUikdale  J.  Would  not  those  words  include 
every  thing,  but  for  the  proviso  following^  which  excepts 
certain  matters  f]  That  which  is  called  a  proviso  in  an  act 
of  parliament,  is  not  to  be  weighed  with  logical  accuracy. 
It  is  not  like  an  exception  in  a  lease,  but  is  a  term  loosely 
used,  often  quite  unconnected  with  the  previous  subject* 
matter.  In  this  case  it  serves  to  shew  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  not  to  throw  on  the  recorder  any  thing  but  the 
duties  of  a  criminal  judge.  But,  even  if  the  Court  should 
hold  that  this  is  not  the  proper  construction,  the  quarter 
sessions  of  the  magistrates  being  abolished,  the  duties  of 
appointing  inspectors  &c.  fell  upon  the  magistrates  out  of 
sessions,  under  s.  25  of  5  &  6  fVill^  4,  c.  63, 

Cresiwell  (with  whom  was  ii.  C.  Uildyard,)  contri,  was 
stopped  by  the  Court, 

Lord  Denman  C.J. — This  is  one  of  the  numerous  cases 
in  which  we  have  to  lament  the  loose  language  in  which  thes^ 
acts  of  parliament  are  drawn.    There  is  every  reason  to  supt^ 
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pose  that  it  never  was  intended  to  throw  the  duties  of  appoint-         18S8. 
ing  local  inspectors  on  the  recorders  of  boroughs ;  but,  on    ^.    q^^^^^ 
looking  at  the  language  of  the  acts,  it  is  impossible  to  hold  v. 

that  they  have  not  done  so.  The  17th  section  of  5&6  ^H^i^t!!^^ 
Will.  4,  c.  63,  and  section  105  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
must  be  read  as  if  they  were  in  one  act.  The  case  would 
then  stand  thus :  that  by  the  17th  section  the  magistrates  of 
the  town  and  county  of  Hull  would  be  directed  to  appoint 
inspectors  at  their  quarter  sessions ;  and  then  the  105th 
section  authorizes  the  recorder  to  discharge  all  such  duties 
as  were  cognizable  by  magistrates  at  quarter  sessions,  with 
a  certain  proviso,  which  excepts  certain  matters,  but  not 
the  duties  in  question. 

LfTTLEDALE  J.  coucurred. 

Patteson  J. — It  would  be  impossible,  on  section  17  of 
5  &  6  Wm.  4,  c.  63,  that  doubt  could  be  entertained  at  any 
time  how  the  powers,  with  regard  to  inspectors,  were  to  be 
exercised,  for  the  clause  expressly  enacts  they  must  be 
exercised  by  the  magistrates  in  sessions.  Then  it  appears, 
that  by  the  Municipal  Act  (s.  107).  the  magistrates  of  a  place 
like  Hull  never  can  meet  in  sessions,  and  the  magistrates 
thenceforth  to  be  appointed,  if  not  of  an  inferior,  are  alto- 
gether of  a  different  nature,  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  that 
theynre  the  persons  contemplated  by  the  former  act  (s.  25). 
The  question  then  arises,  whether  there  are  any  persons 
who  can  discharge  these  duties.  The  words  of  section  105 
are  certainly  large  enough  to  throw  those  duties  upon  the 
recorder,  however  inconvenient  it  may  be,  and  however  con- 
trary to  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  One  would  have 
imagined  that  a  matter  of  this  nature  would  have  been 
referred  to  the  town  council,  in  like  manner  with  the  borough 
rate,  but  it  is  not.  Section  25  of  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  63, 
refers,  I  think,  only  to  places  like  Berwick-upon-Tweed, 
having  persons  specially  authorized  in  it  at  the  time  to 
Appoint  hispectors.    A  word  appears  omitted  in  the  clause, 
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1838.        but  the  meaning  is  obviouii.    The  coocliuioii  we  are  com- 

pelled  to  come  to  may  be  unfortunate,  but  we  cannot  get 

V,     "    over  the  express  words  of  the  statute* 
Recorder  of 


The  QvEBV 

V. 

eoorder 

HVLL. 


Rule  absolute  (a)4 

(a)  Williamt  J.  was  sitting  in  the  Bail  Court. 


Do£  on  the  several  demises  of  Rowlakdson,  Assignee  of 
M ABOABET  WiLUAMs,  an  Insolvent  Debtor,  Mabgabet 
Williams,  and  Jeremiah  Williams,  v.  Wainwbigbt 
Krfi'        «"d  another. 

ewtmenr  EjECTMENT  for  premises  in  Dale  Street,  Liverpool. 
with  two  de-  At  the  trial  at  Liverpool^  at  the  Lancashire  Spring  assizes, 
rirustwtn''^  1836,  before  Coleridge  J. (a),  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiflF 
fee,  and  the  claimed  under  the  following  title: — 
cestui  que  trust  9th  July,  1807*  By  a  deed  of  feoffment  made  between 
for  hfe,  the      Jame$  Roffers,  Ist  part,  James  Oldham,  2nd  part,  Michael 

question  was,  o       /  r      /  /  r      * 

as  to  parcel  or  Williams,  3rd  part,  and  Jeremiah  Williams^  4th  part,  Rogers 

'Zn^^'  ""^  granted  unto  Michael  and  Jeremiah  Williams,  their  heirs 

evidence  was    °  ' 

oflFered  on  the  and  assigns,  a  piece  of  land,  with  the  messuages  and  build- 
c€^%^que     *  '^^?fi  thereon  erected  (which  included  the  premises  in  difr- 

trwft,  but  the  pute),  habendum  to  Michael  and  Jeremiah  Williams,  and 
defendant  ten-    ,,.  .         .  -.«*...  ■  ^    % 

dered  in  evi-     the  lieirs  and  assigns  of  Mxchael,  to  the  use  of  the  said 

dence  a  deed    Michael  Williams  and  Jeremiah  Williams,  and  the  heirs  and 

by  the  cestui  ,  ... 

que  trust  (who  assigns  of  the  said  Michael,  in  trust,  as  to  the  estate  of  the 

posseMion)"a8  '^^^  Jeremiah,  for  the  said  Michael  Williams,  his  heirs  and 

an  admission     assigns, 
by  a  party  sub- 

ter^ted  m^lhe      (^^  ^®  ^  report  of  this  case  oo  other  points,  1  N.  &P.8  j  S.  C^ 

suit  -.—Held,      5  A.  &  E.  520. 

that  as  the 

deed  was  not  clearly  and  unatnbiguoutly  a{;aiRst  the  interest  of  cettui  que  trmtt  and  as 

it  appeared  by  it  that  she  obtained  an  advantage  under  the  deed,  there  was  a  balance 

of  interests,  and  her  declaration  was  inadmissible. 

S.  Quare,  whether  the  admission  of  a  cetf tii  que  trust,  whose  interest  i«  not  cooiinaD- 
surate  with  his  trustees,  is  evidence  against  the  trustee  in  an  action  brought  by  him 
respecting  the  trust  property. 
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Michael  WilUamt  remained  in  posBession  of  the  premises 
till  his  death  in  1891,  and  by  his  will  he  devised  his  pro- 
perty to  his  wife,  Margaret  WilHams  (one  of  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff),  with  remainders  over.  Margaret  tVilliamB  Wawwbiout 
remained  in  possession  till  1827,  when  she  was  turned 
out  by  a  Mr.  JEtches^  who  had  a  transfer  of  a  mortgage, 
granted  by  Michael  fVillianu,  in  1808,  but  which,  it  was 
contended  for  the  plaintiff,  did  not  comprise  the  premises 
in  dispute. 

By  a  memorandum  indorsed  on  the  deed  of  feoffment  it 
appeared,  that  in  September,  1808,  Michael  WilHams  con* 
veyed  part  of  the  premises  contained  in  the  deed  of  feoff- 
ment to  one  Letifis. 

The  defendant  claimed  under  an  indenture  of  mortgage 
of  the  15th  October,  1808,  between  Michael  Williaml, 
of  1st  part,  Jeremiah  Williams,  of  2nd  part,  and  Thomas 
Holden  and  Thomas  Gordon,  trustees  of  a  tradesman's  so- 
ciety, of  the  third  part,  by  which  Michael  Williams  mort- 
gaged to  the  said  Holden  and  Gordon,  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs, for  150/.,  all  that  piece  of  land,  (setting  out  the  par- 
cels,) and  described  to  be  then  in  the  possession  of  Michael 
Williams,  upon  trust  that  Holden  and  Gordon  would  permit 
Michael  Williams,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  occupy;  and  in 
default  of  payment  of  the  principal  money  on  the  15th 
April  then  next,  on  further  trust  to  sell,  and  after  paying 
themselves  the  principal  monies,  to  pay  the  residue  to  Mi* 
chael  Williams,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

The  defendant  then  traced  his  title  down  from  Holden  and 
Gordon. 

The  defendant  also  tendered  in  evidence  indentures  of 
lease  and  release  of  26  &  27  October,  1824,  between  Mar- 
garet Williams,  1st  part,  Thomas  Holden,  surviving  trustee, 
of  the  2nd  part,  and  George  Etches,  of  the  3rd  part,  which, 
after  reciting  the  deed  of  feoffment  of  gth  July,  1807,  and 
the  mortgage  of  15th  October,  180B,  and  that  Michael 
Williams,  by  his  will  of  27th  September,  1821,  had  be- 
queathed all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife,  for  her 
life,  and  after  her  death  to  bis  children^  share  and  share 
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1838.        Alike ;  and  that  the  holders  of  the  mortgage  of  October, 
^"^*^''*^      1S08,  had  applied  to  her  for  payment  of  150/.  and  interest, 
9,  and  that  Oeorge  Eiches  had  agreed  to  advance  the  same ; 

Wai»w»ioht.  and  reciting  also  that  Michael  Williams  had  borrowed  JOO/- 
of  Etches,  and  that  Etches  had  applied  to  Margaret  Wit" 
liams  for  repayment,  which  she  was  unable  to  make,  and 
that  he  had  commenced  legal  proceedings  against  her ;  and 
that,  in  order  to  put  an  end  to  the  proceedings,  she  had 
agreed  to  assign  over  the  messuages  and  premises  therein 
mentioned  as  a  further  security ;  and  that  Etches  had  agreed 
to  advance  her  a  further  sum  of  50/.  in  consideration  of  the 
premises ;  Margaret  Williams  conveyed  to  George  Etches, 
bis  heirs  and  assigns,  all  that  piece  of  land  with  the  mes- 
suage and  buildings  now  in  the  occupation  of  Margaret 
Williams,  (setting  out  the  parcels  nearly  in  the  same  terms 
as  in  the  mortgage  deed  of  October,  1808.)  The  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  as  Margaret  Williams  had 
only  an  equitable  estate  at  the  time  of  this  conveyance,  it 
was  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  shew  a  legal  estate  iu 
the  defendant.  The  learned  judge  ruled,  that  as  Margaret 
Williams  was  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  the  evidence 
was  admissible,  unless  the  demise  by  her  was  abandoned. 
The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  elected  to  do  so.  The  defend- 
ant contended  that  the  evidence  was  still  admissible,  as  a 
declaration  by  a  cestui  que  trust,  who  was  beneficially  in- 
terested in  the  result  of  the  suit.  The  learned  judge,  how- 
ever, refused  to  admit  it,  and  the  verdict  passed  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  demise  of  Jeremiah  Williams. 

Nevile  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
improper  rejection  of  evidence  (a), 

Cresswell nnd  Cowling  shewed  cause  in  Easter  term  last  (&}• 
The  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  property  in  dis- 
pute passed  under  the  mortgage  by  Jeremiah  or  Michael 
Williams,  in  1808,  or  not ;  the  jury  found  that  it  did  not. 
It  is  now  contended,  that  a  deed  by  Mrs.  Williams  was 
admissible  in  evidence  as  a  declaration  of  a  cestui  que  (rust; 

(a)  See  1  N.  &  P.  8.  man  C.  J.,    LUtUdale,  Patteson 

(P)  May  5,  before  Lord  Pen-     and  Cokridge^  Js. 
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but  there  is  no  authority  to  warrant  such  a  proposition,        1838. 

more  especially  when  the  cestui  que  trust  has  only  a  partial      ^*"^*v*^^ 

interest  in  the  estate.    It  is  quite  clear  that  a  cestui  que  trust  9. 

cannot  by  any  act  alien  the  property  vested  in  the  trustee ;  Waihwrioht. 

how  hard  then  it  would  be  on  those  in  remainder,  if  his  First  point: 

declarations  were  allowed  to   have   that  effect?     [Lord  tionsofaces- 

Denman  C.  J.   Suppose  the  trustee  takes  the  estate  in  ^"^  1*1®  ^!f , 

.  not  admissible 

trust  for  the  cestui  que  trust  m  fee,  wonld  not  the  declara-  in  evidence 

tions  of  the  latter  be  admissible?]     It  is  submitted,  even  J^J^^^'*** 

then,  that  they  would  not.     But,  in  the  present  case,  the 

ceitui  que  trust  has  only  a  life  estate,  and  her  rights  are  not 

at  all  co-extensive  with  those  of  her  trustee.    If  her  decla«* 

rations  are  admissible  now,  they  would  be  admissible  in  an 

action  after  her  death ;  in  an  action  brought  for  the  benefit 

of  those  in  remainder,  and  would  bind  them*    A  cestui  que 

trust  could  not  be  witness  in  an  action  of  ejectment  for 

a  defendant,  against  her  trustee ;  then  how  can  it  be  per- 

mitted  that  her  declarations  shall  be  received  to  prove  that 

indirectly,  which  the  law  does  not  allow  to  be  done  directly? 

As  soon  as  it  was  determined  at  the  trial,  not  to  proceed  on 

the  demise  of  Mrs.  Williams^  her  declarations  were  no  more 

admissible  than  those  of  any  other  stranger  to  the  record. 

£.  Perry f  contrd.  It  is  submitted^  1st,  that  the  decla- 
rations ofsLcestui  que  trust  were  admissible  in  evidence  against 
the  trustee  in  an  action  brought  on  her  behalf;  £d,  that  the  . 
deed,  as  an  act  done  by  a  person  in  possession,  was  admissible 
on  a  question  of  parcel  or  no  parcel.  I.  The  other  side  are  First  point. 
driven  to  contend,  that  the  declarations  of  a  cestui  que  trust 
would  never  be  admissible,  even  though  his  interest  is  co- 
extensive with  his  trustees ;  but  it  is  laid  down  distinctly  in 
the  books,  that  the  admissions  of  parties  beneficially  inter- 
ested in  the  suit,  are  admissible  against  the  nominal  plaintiff. 
Thus  Mr.  Starkie  says,  2  £v.  23, ''  the  admissions  of  the  party 
really  interested,  although  he  be  no  party  to  the  suit,  are 
evidence  against  him  ;  for  the  law,  with  a  view  to  evidence, 
regards  the  real  parties,"  and  he  collects  the  authorities  for 
the  proposition.     So,  in  Gilberts  Law  of  Evidence,  121, 
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(4th  ed.)  it  is  laid  down,  that  the  law  of  England  takes  notice 
of  the  equitable  interest  of  a  C€$itii  que  irmt^  ao  as  to  exclude 
V.  binii  as  well  as  the  trustee,  from  giving  evidence  in  has  own 

Wainwright.  f^^^r     jj  J,  gj^y  ^^^^  jj„  wUUam  could  not  be  called 

as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  therefore  that  her  decla« 
rations  ought  not  to  be  received ;  but  this  is  the  very  ground 
on  which  the  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  suit  are  admis- 
sible. In  Fenn  v.  Granger{a\  Lord  ElUnborough  ruled,  that 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  called  as  a  witness 
for  the  defendant,  although  no  evidence  was  offered  on  his 
demise ;  and  therefore  it  is  submitted  to  follow,  as  a  con- 
sequence, that  his  admissions  would  be  evidence,  and  the  best 
evidence.  It  is  also  said,  that  it  would  be  very  liard  if  the 
declarations  of  a  cestui  qtte  iruH  for  life  should  bind  those 
in  remainder,  when  it  is  quite  clear  that  her  acts  could  not 
have  that  effect ;  but  it  is  a  fallacy  to  say  that  it  is  the  de- 
clarations of  a  cestui  que  trust  that  bind ;  the  question  is, 
what  passed  by  the  mortgage  of  1808,  and  to  ascertain  that 
Aict  the  admissions  of  a  partyi  who  would  otherwise  have 
the  estate  for  life,  that  it  all  passed,  are  the  very  best  evidence 
that  can  be  given,  as  being  evidently  against  her  own  interest. 
If  then  it  be  admitted  law,  that  the  declarations  of  a  party 
beneficially  interested  in  the  suit  are  admissible  in  evidence, 
all  that  remains  to  be  shewn  is,  that  Mrs.  Williams  was  in- 
terested in  the  suit;  but  that  appears  clearly  from  looking 
at  the  title ;  for  if  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  retains  the  ver^ 
diet,  she  takes  an  estate  for  life  under  her  husband's  will. 
[Coleridge  J.  Is  there  any  case  to  shew  that  we  can  receive 
the  declarations  of  a  cestui  que  trust  to  defeat  the  interests 
of  those  in  remainder?]  It  is  submitted,  there  can  be 
no  difference  in  principle  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  de- 
claration by  a  party,  whether  she  has  an  estate  for  life  or 
an  estate  in  fee  (£).   The  principle  on  which  her  declarations 

(a)  4  Camp.  177.  and  therefore  eould  not  be  com- 

(6)  In  Be*  v.  Wo^rn^  10  East,  pelled  to  give  evidence  for  the  ad- 

395,  the  Court  held,  that  a  rated  verse  parish ;  and  Le  Blanc  J.  ob- 

inhabitant  of  a  parish  is  to  be  con-  served,  that  if  the  witness  were  re 

sidered  as  a  party  to  an  appeal  jected  on  the  ground  of  his  being 

between  his  parish  and  another,  a  party  to  the  sui^  his  declars^ 
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are  adimssible  is*  that  she  is  the  party  beneficially  interested  1838. 
in  the  suit.  If  other  parties  are  interested*  their  declarations 
might  be  receivable  also.  As  to  her  declarations  binding 
those  in  remainder,  if  the  action  were  brought  after  her  death,  Wainwricht. 
her  declarations  would  not  be  admissible,  as  not  being  made 
by  the  party  beneficially  interested  in  the  suit.  [Coleridge  J. 
In  Davies  v.  Ridge  {a),  Lord  Eldon  €•  J.|  held,  that  in  an 
action  against  two  trustees,  the  admission  by  one  is  not  evi- 
dence against  the  other.]  That  is  because  there  is  no  com* 
munity  in  interest  between  trustees. 

II.  The  deed  was  admissible  as  an  act  done  by  Mrs.  Wil- 
liamt.  The  question  was,  what  parcels  passed  by  the  mort*- 
gagedeed  of  1808.  That  deed  described  the  premises  as  now 
in  the  possession  of  Michael  IVilliams,  and  as  his  possession 
was  afterwards  continued  in  Margaret  Williams^  it  became 
material  to  consider  what  her  possession  consisted  of,  and 
any  act  of  ber's  treating  the  premises  in  dispute  as  parcels  of 
her  occupation,  is  admissible  evidence  (6).  As  to  the  value 
of  the  evidence,  it  clearly  might  have  had  some  effect  on  the 
jury,  and  therefore  the  Court  will  not  weigh  it  in  too  nice 
scales;  Creases.  Barrett {c). 

Cur.  adv*  vult. 

Lord  Dbnman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court : — ^The  question  in  this  case  arose  on  the  following 
state  of  facts :  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Jeremiah  Wilr 

lion  of  any  faces    touching   the  called  upon  to  give  evidenoa  upon 

matter  io  issue  would  necessarily  ontli,  as  being  a  party  to  the  suit, 

have  been  evidence  against  him.  his  declarations  must  be  evidence 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Rex  ▼.  for  the  opposite  party.    See  also 

ffariiQieke,  U  East,  578,  it  was  WhiU  v.  SiaiUey,  U  East,  332; 

strongly  contested  that,  although  and  1  Stark.  Ev.  143  n.  (n). 
a  rated  inhabitant  might  be  con-         (a)  3  Esp.  121. 
sidered  as  a  party,  as  the  interest        (b)  See  lOdl  v.  Fellowy  Vin.  Abr. 

of  ascb  inhabitant  was  several.  Evidence,  11 8,  where,  on  a  question 

bis  dfdarations  conld  not  be  evi-  of  parcel  or  no  parcel,  Lnrd  Hard- 

dence  to  charge  the  others ;  but  wicke  C.  J.  admitted  the  deed  and 

the  Court  held,  that  it  followed  as  declaration  ofa  person  who  had  held 

a  corollary  from  Rex  v.  Woburuf  under  both  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
that  if  a  party  is  aot  liable  to  be        (e)  IC.NL&IL  919. 
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18S8.  Hams,  claimed  under  conveyance  of  gth  July  1807i  ^y  which 
^~*^''^  Rogers  and  Oldham,  of  the  Ist  and  2nd  parts,  bargained 
^^^  and  sold  &c.,  to  Michael  Williams  and  himself,  of  the  Srd 
WAtMwtiaHT.  and  4th  parts  in  fee,  habendum  to  them  and  the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  Michael^  to  the  use  of  Michael  and  himself, 
and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  Michael  for  ever,  in  trust,  ne- 
vertheless, as  to  the  estate  of  Jeremiah,  for  Michael,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  forever.  In  October,  1808,  Michael,  of 
the  first,  and  Jeremiah,  of  the  second,  mortgaged  to  Holden 
and  Gordon  of  the  third  part,  certain  premises,  parcel  of  those 
above  conveyed,  and  the  question  in  the  cause  ultimately  was, 
whether  the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  passed  by 
this  latter  deed ;  the  defendant  claiming  under  it.  Mkhad, 
the  mortgagor,  died  in  1821,  having  first  duly  executed  a 
will  and  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife, 
Margaret,  for  life.  He  had  continued  in  possession  of  the 
whole  property  down  to  his  death,  and  she  in  like  manner 
had  occupied  the  whole,  and  continued  so  to  do  down  to 
and  at  the  time  of  her  executing  the  deed  next  to  be  men- 
tioned, the  propriety  of  rejecting  which,  as  evidence  for 
the  defendant,  is  the  matter  now  to  be  determined.  It  was 
a  deed  between  Margaret,  of  the  first  part,  Holden,  Pye 
and  Lepp  (who  represented  Holden  and  Gordon,  the  mort- 
gagees), of  the  second,  and  one  George  Etches  of  the  third. 
It  recited  the  prior  deeds  of  1807  and  1808,  and  the  will 
and  death  of  Michael^  and  was  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  money  by  Etches,  to  Holden,  Pye  and  Lepp,  and 
of  the  forbearance  by  him  of  a  prior  loan  of  100/.  to  Marga- 
ret, and  the  further  advance  to  her  of  50L  The  conveying 
parties  were  Holden,  Pye  and  Lepp,  and  Margaret,  who 
professed  to  convey  in  fee.  This  deed  was  tendered  in 
evidence,  because  it  was  said  that  from  its  language  it 
would  appear  that  the  premises  in  dispute  were  contained 
in  the  mortgage  of  1808,  and  it  was  contended  to  be  ad- 
missible for  that  purpose,  being  a  declaration  by  Margaret 
against  her  interest;  for  being  devisee  for  life  of  all  the 
real  estate  of  her  deceased  husband,  an  admission  that  a 
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certain  portion  bad  been  mortgaged  by  kim,  went  to  reduce         1838.. 
the  amount  of  that,  to  the  beneficial  occupation  of  which        ^T'^^'^^ 
she  was  prim&  facie  entitled.     Against  the  reception  of  the  v, 

evidence  it  was  argued,  that  the  declarations  of  the  cestui  Waikwright. 
que  trust  for  life  could  only  be  evidence  to  affect  her  own 
interest,  and  therefore  were  receivable  against  the  trustee 
in  those  cases  only  in  which  the  interests  were  commensu- 
rate, and  the  trustee  really  suing  only  for  the  benefit  of  such 
cestui  que  trust,  which  state  of  things  made  the  latter  sub* 
stantially  the  party  in  the  cause ;  Hamon  v.  Parker  (a)  is  a 
case  of  this  sort.  But  that  in  the  present  case  the  trustee 
was  suing  for  all  parties  concerned ;  and  this  evidence,  if 
received,  would  be  binding  on  the  remainder  in  fee,  which 
would  be  in  effect  to  allow  the  cestui  que  trust  for  life, 
to  affect  by  her  declarations  the  estate,  which  certainly 
she  could  not  prejudice  by  her  acts ;  a  strange  inconsist- 
ency, that  as  an  act  of  conveying,  Margaret  should  pass 
nothing  beyond  her  own  interest  for  life,  but  that  the  same 
instrument,  considered  as  a  declaration  by  her,  should  ope* 
rate  prejudicially  on  the  remainder  in  fee. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  decide  upon  the  entire  sound- 
ness of  this  argument  in  all  its  parts.  Considering  the  vast 
importance  of  the  system  of  trusts,  and  how  essential  a 
part  of  that  system  it  is  to  protect  the  estates  of  cestui  que 
trusts  from  the  consequences  even  of  their  own  acts,  by 
the  intervention  of  trustees;  the  question  which  this  argu- 
ment raises  is  one  of  very  serious  consideration,  and  not  a 
little  di£Sculty;  upon  which  at  present  we  express  no 
opinion.  But,  upon  the  statement  of  the  facts  in  this  par- 
ticular case,  we  cannot  see  that  this  was  a  declaration 
clearly  and  unambiguously  against  the  interest  of  her  who 
made  it ;  by  saying  that  certain  premises  had  passed  under  a 
previous  mortgage,  she  undoubtedly  divested  herself  of  the 
beneficial  occupation  of  them,  until  the  mortgage  was  paid 
off;  but  at  the  same  time,  and  by  tlie  same  declaration,  she 
procures  to  herself  the  forbearance  of  a  loan  of  ICK)/.  and 
(ff)  1  Wils.  257. 
'  VOL.  111.  B  B 
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1838.        ^^^  advance  of  50/.  more;  it  19,  therefore,  a  balance  of 

^^^^^-^^      interests.    The  latter  may  have  been  more  than  an  equiva- 

^^         lent  advantage  to  what  was  lost  by  the  former ;  but  whe- 

Waiswright.  ther  it  were  or  not,  we  cannot  inquire.      If  there  were  an 

interest  both  ways,  she  stood  legally  indifferent^  and  the 

ground  on  which  the  evidence  was  tendered  fails.     We  are 

of  opinion,  therefore,  on  this  ground,  that  the  deed  was 

rightly  rejected,  and  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Wednesday,  WiLUAMS  v.  WiLCox  and  another. 

June  iSth, 

1.  The  right  TRESPASS  for  breaking  down  and  prostrating  a  certain 
of  the  public  .  .      /<  •  i.    .        1  •     -^   •      1 

to  navigate  a    ^veir  appurtenant  to  a  certain  fishery  of  the  plamtiff,  m  the 

pubhc  river  is  county  of  Salop,  and  for  taking  away  and  converting  the 
paramount  to  "^  '^  ^  j  o 

any  right  of     materials  thereof,  &c. 

?3?wh"ch''  P'*^««=  ^'  Not  guilty.  2.  That  the  said  weir  8cc.  had 
never  had  the  been  wrongfully  erected,  and  placed  and  set  up  in  and  across 
aTeIr  bo^m  to  *  P*^*^^  ^^  *  certain  navigable  river  called  the  river  Severn, 
obstruct  the     and  that  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  called  the  Severn,  in 

public  navi-  •  •  l  o  «.    1  . «     .  •  « 

gation,  and      which  occ.  was  a  part  of  the  said  river,  situate  between  a 

whic'h^was  I      ^^"^^^^^  place,  to  wit,  Worcester,  in  the  county  of  Worces- 

gally  granted     ter,  and  Shrewsbury,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  and  that  the 

caused  ob"^"'  '^'^  river  now  is,  and  at  the  said  several  times  when  &c.  was  a 

siniction  at      public  aud  common  navigable  river  for  all  the  liege  subjects 

quent  time,  it    ^c*>  ^^  navigate  and  pass  with  barges  on  the  said  river  be- 

became  a  nui-  tween  Worcester  and  Shrewsbury,  and  that  all  8cc.  before 
sance. 

9.  Weirs  and  at  8cc.,  of  right  ought  to  have  navigated  and  passed, 
erected  in 

public  rivers  before  the  time  of  Ed,  1,  although  an  obstruction  to  navigation,  are  lega- 
lized by  subsequent  acts  of  the  legislature. 

3.  In  trespass  for  destroying  a  weir  in  the  plaintiff's  fishery,— plea  of  jastification 
that  the  weir  was  across  part  of  a  public  navigable  river,  and  obstructing  the  navigation 
of  the  same;  a  replication  confessing  that  the  locus  in  duo  was  part  of  a  navigable 
stream,  but  alleging  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  river  wholly  distinct  from  the  channel 
which  the  public  had  navigated,  and  that  the  said  part  was  not  a  public  navigable  river, 
was  held  good  after  verdict,  and  that  it  was  a  sufficient  answer  in  substance  to  the 
plea. 


a 
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and  still  of  riglit  ought  to  navigate  and  pass  with  barges  in  ^ggg 
and  along  the  said  river  from  Worcester  aforesaid  to  Shrews- 
bury aforesaid^  at  all  times  of  the  year,  at  their  free  will  and 
pleasure.  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  they  the  Wilcox 
defendants  being  liege  subjects  &c.  at  the  said  times  when 
Sic,  had  occasion  to  use  the  said  river,  and  to  navigate  and 
pass  in  and  along  &c«  with  a  certain  barge  of  the  defend- 
ants in  going  and  passing  from  Worcester  aforesaid  to 
Shrewsbury  aforesaid,  and  had  passed  with  the  said  barge 
in  and  along  8cc.,  from  Worcester  aforesaid  to  the  said  place 
in  which  &c.,  and  because  the  said  weir  &c.  had,  before  the 
said  several  times  ^hen  &c.|been  wrongfully  erected  8cc. 
in  and  across  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  in  which  8cc.« 
and  obstructed  the  same,  and  because  a  certain  other  part 
of  the  said  river  near  and  adjoining  to  the  said  part  of  the 
said  river  in  which  &c.,  was  at  the  said  times  when  &c. 
choked  and  stopped  up,  so  that  without  breaking  dowUi 
prostrating, and  destroying  the  said  weir  &c.,  the  said  defend- 
ants could  not  then  navigate  or  pass  with  their  barge  through, 
over,  and  along  &c.,  from  8cc.,  to  See,  as  they  ought  to 
have  done,  and  because  the  defendants  could  not  then  remove 
the  obstruction  in  or  upon  the  said  other  part  of  the  said 
river  which  was  so  choked  and  stopped  up  as  aforesaid,  or 
pass  over  or  navigate  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  in  which 
See,  the  defendants,  at  the  several  times  when  &c.,  in  order 
to  remove  the  said  obstruction  Sec,  and  to  enable  them-> 
selves  to  pass  with  and  navigate  their  said  barge  in  and 
upon  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  in  which  &c.|  broke 
down  8cc.,  and  took  and  carried  away  the  materials  thereof 
to  a  small  and  convenient  distance,  and  there  left  the  same 
for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage 
&c.;  which  are  the  same  &c. 

Replication  to  the  2d  plea :  That  true  it  is  that  the  river 
Severn  was  and  is  a  public  navigable  river,  and  that  the  said 
weir  8cc.  before  the  said  times  when  &c*  had  been  erected, 
and  placed,  and  set  up,  in  and  across  a  part  of  the  said  river; 
but  the  plaintiff  says,  that  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  in 

R  R2 
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and  across  which  the  said  weir  8cc.  had  been  so  erected  8cc«, 
was  a  part  of  the  said  river  other  than  and  wholly  distinct 
from  the  channel  of  the  same  in  which  the  liege  subjects 
&c.,  had  navigated  and  passed  tac,  and  lying  between  the 
said  channel  of  the  said  river  and  the  north-eastern  bank 
thereof,  and  that  the  said  part  of  the  said  riveri  in  and  across 
which  the  said  weir  Sec,  had  been  so  erected  Sic,  is  not, 
and  at  the  said  several  times  when  Sic.  was  not  a  public 
common  navigable  river  for  all  Sec.,  nor  ought  &c.;  con- 
cluding with  a  verification. 

Rejoinder.  Tliat  the  said  part  of  the  said  river  in  and 
across  which  the  said  weir  &c.  had  been  so  erected  8cc« 
was  part  of  the  river  Severn,  and  that  the  liege  subjects 
See,  before  and  at  8cc.,  ought  of  right  to  have  navigated 
and  passed  with  barges  in  and  along  the  said  part  &c.,  at 
all  times  of  the  year,  when  and  so  often  as  the  channel  of 
the  said  river  had  been  or  was  choked  or  stopped  up  so  as 
to  prevent  the  liege  subjects  &c.  from  navigating  with 
barges  through,  over,  or  along  the  said  river,  except  by  navi- 
gating and  passing  in,  over,  through,  or  along  the  said  part 
of  the  said  river  in  which  &c.,  and  that  the  said  channel  of 
the  said  river  was,  at  &c.,  choked  and  stopped  up  so  ps  to 
prevent  &c.    Verification. 

Surrejoinder.  That  the  liege  subjects  &c.  ought  not  of 
right  to  have  navigated  &c.  in  and  along  the  said  part  of 
the  said  river  in  which  Sec,  when  and  so  often  as  the  chan- 
nel of  the  said  river  had  been  or  was  choked  or  stopped  up 
so  as  to  prevent  &c.|  modo  et  form& ;  concluding  to  the 
country ;  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  at  the  Shropshire  Lent  assizes,  1836,  before 
Williams  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaiutiflf  was  the  tenant 
of  some  land  in  the  parish  of  Upton,  on  the  north-eastein 
bank  of  the  Severn,  to  which  an  ancient  weir,  called  Pies* 
ton  Weir,  for  catching  fish,  was  attached.  The  defendants 
were  barge  owners  navigating  the  river  Severn.  The  plaii^t 
tiff's  weir  extended  from  the  north-eastern  bank  of  the 
river  to  some  small  islands  in  tlie  stream,  with  whichjt  was. 
connected  by  a  strong  weir  hedge.     Between  the  islands  and- 


Williams 

V. 
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the  south-western  bank  was  a  channel  called  the  Barge         1333. 
Channel,  along  which  the  barges  were  accustomed  to  pass. 
This  channel  was  always  difficult  of  navigation  in  summer, 

from  the  shallowness  of  the  stream.     In  1809  a  local  act      Wilcox 

,  -  ,  .  .  1   /.     1  i.         ^  1        •"d  another, 

was  passed  for  making  a  towmg  path  for  horses  from  Cole- 
brook  Dale  up  the  river  to  Shrewsbury,  between  which 
places  Preston  weir  was  situated,  and  trustees  were  appointed 
for  making  and  keeping  in  repair  the  towing  path.     By  s.  19 
of  the  act,  the  trustees  were  authorized  to  cause  all  obstruc- 
tions on  the  path  or  sides  of  the  said  river  to  be  removed, 
and  the  channel  of  the  river  to  be  deepened  and  kept  pro- 
perly cleansed.    The  trustees  not  having  cleansed  or  scour- 
ed the  channel  of  the  river,  it  became   choked   up  with 
gravel,  and  for  many  months  of  the  year  was  impassable  for 
barges.    In  the  winter  of  1833  the  floods  washed  away 
part  of  the  plaintiff 's  weir  hedge,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  stream  made  a  passage  through,  and  the  current  of 
water  thus  produced  left  the  usual  barge  channel  more  than 
ordinarily  dry.     In  March,  1834,  the  defendants  forced  their 
barge  through  the  plaintiff's  weir,  and  made  a  water  way, 
which  destroyed  the  weir  as  a  fishery.    The  plaintiff  con- 
tended that  the  weir  had  existed  since  the  Conquest,  and  in 
proof  of  his  case  he  produced  the  following  documents:  1. 
an  extract  from  Domesday  Book,  in  which  a  **  fishery*'  in 
the  parish  of  Upton  was  mentioned :  2.  A  chartulary  of 
the  Abbey  of  Haghmon,  which  set  forth  the  grant  of  the 
fishery  of  Upton  by  fVilliam  Fitzallan  to  the  church  of 
St.  John  of  Haghmon,  and  which  appeared  to  have  been 
made  either  in  1172  or  1173.     The  chartulary  also  con- 
tained a  record  of  Mich,  term,  1  //en.  6,  of  a  verdict  of 
a  jury  at  Salop  assizes,  on  a  presentment  of  the  weir  as  a 
nuisance,  finding  that  the  abbot  and  all  his  predecessors, 
from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  con^ 
trary,  as  in  right  of  the  church  of  St.  John  of  Haghmon^ 
have  had  in  the  water  of  Severn  one  weir  at  Preston,  on 
the  river  in  the  county  aforesaid,  for  taking  fish  in  the  same 
weir  at  Preston,  at  every  time  of  the  year,  and  that  the 
aforesaid  water  of  the  Severn  is  not  with  the  said  weir 
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.OQO  narrowed  nor  obstructed  by  the  said  abbot  accordbg  to  the 

v^>v^^  presentment  to  any  nuisance  of  the  town  of  Salop  or  of 

Williams  j^g  county;  but  that  men  with  vessels  and  boat8«  by  the 

Wilcox  course  of  the  water  aforesaid,  can  come  to  the  aforesaid 


and  another. 


town  of  Salop  as  of  ancient  time  and  right  they  hate  been 
accustomed  to  come ;  and  further,  they  say  upon  their  oaths, 
that  any  weirs  &c.  in  the  presentment  specified,  are  not 
newly  made  since  the  third  year  of  King  Edward  the  1st, 
in  the  form  of  which  the  aforesaid  abbot  had  alleged  io 
pleading  with  the  king.    3.  An  office-copy  of  the  above 
judgment,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  judgment  went  by 
default.    4.  A  grant  from  the  crown  of  5  July,  38  Hen>  8, 
which  recited  a  grant  of  20  Sept.  32  Hen.  8,  to  Edward 
lAtileton,  of  the  house  and  site  of  the  abbey  of  Haghmon, 
certain  woods  in  Upton,  Haghmon  and  Uffington,  together 
with  all  fisheries  in  Upton  and  Uffington  ever  enjoyed  with 
the  premises.     5,  A  release  dated  30  May,  1651,  of  the 
manor  of  Upton  under  Haghmon,  and  of  the  weir  in  ques- 
tion.   The  title  was  then  continued  down  from  that  date  to 
the  landlord  of  the  plaintifl;      The  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ants objected  to  the  reception  of  all  the  documentary  evi- 
dence shewing  the  immemorial  existence  of  the  weir,  on 
the  ground  that  that  was  not  a  fact  raised  on  the  pleadings, 
and  that  the  only  issue  was,  whether  the  locus  in  quo  was 
part  of  the  river  Severn.     The  learned  judge  received  the 
evidence.  The  chartulary  was  produced  from  the  muniments 
of  Mrs.  Corbet^  who  it  appeared  was  tenant  for  life  of  a 
greater  part  of  the  possessions  of  the  abbey  of  Haghmon, 
and  in  whom  had  been  the  ownership  of  the  locus  in  quo 
up  to  1833.     It  was  also  objected  for  the  defendant  that  the 
chartulary  containing  the  copy  of  the  grant  fi-om  William 
Fitzallan  was  not  admissible,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  any 
search  had  been  made  for  the  original,  but  the  learned  judge 
admitted  it  on  the  authority  of  Bullen  v.  Michel{u).    Hii 
lordship  then  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  there  bad  been 
in  very  eariy  times  a  grant  of  a  right  of  fishery  from  the 
crown  to  the  extent  of  the  right  claimed  by  the  plaintifi^;  vis.  a 
(a)  4  Dow,  297. 
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right  to  have  bis  fishery  at  all  times  of  the  year,  and  to  ex-        1838. 
elude  the  public,  and  whether  they  were  satisfied  on  the  evi- 


WlLLIAKS 


dence  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  maintain  bis  weir  v. 

hedge  so  as  to  exclu 
diet  for  the  plaintiff. 


hedge  so  as  to  exclude  the  public.    The  jury  found  a  ver-  ^^^  i^other. 


Maule,  in  the  ensuing  Easter  termi  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that,  as  it  appeared 
on  the  pleadings  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  part  of  a  com- 
mon navigable  rivers  the  plaintiff  could  set  up  no  right 
under  a  grant  from  the  crown,  implied  in  a  prescription,  to 
obstruct  the  navigation,  the  crown  having  no  power  to 
license  a  nuisance  on  a  highway,  whether  by  water  or  land ; 
and  that  even  if  such  a  right  could  exist  at  common  law,  it 
ought  to  have  been  pleaded. 

He  also  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on  the  impro- 
per admission  of  evidence^  viz.  of  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
relating  to  the  ancient  existence  of  the  weir,  and  also  tp  the 
copy  of  the  grant  cpntained  in  the  chartulary. 

Talfourd  Serjt.  and  R*  V.  Richards  shewed  cause  in 
Michaelmas  term  last  (a).  Three  objections  are  made  to 
the  verdict  obtained  by  the  (Jaintiff^ — first,  tliat  under  no 
circumstances  can  a  grant  from  the  crown  of  a  weir  be 
valid  which  obstructs  the  navigation  of  a  public  river; 
second,  that  if  such  a  right  can  exist  in  law,  it  ought  to 
have  been  pleaded  specially;  third,  on  the  improper  admis- 
sion of  evidence. 

I.  It  is  conceded  that  the  crown  cannot  by  any  licence  First  point: 

or  grant  authorise  any  obstruction  on  a  public  highway ;  ^g^^J^n  ^ 

hut  the  analogy  between  a  public  highway  and  a  public  a  weir,  before 

river  is  very  faint;  the  fee  of  the  former  is  vested  in  the  although^it'  ' 

lords  ^f  the  soil,  of  the  latter  in  the  crown.    The  right  of  obstructs  a 
1  ...  .  „    .  .  .^    .  ,  public  nver. 

paismg  along  a  highway  exists  at  all  times,  and  if  the  road 

be  founderous,  the  passenger  may  goon  the  adjoining  lands. 

(a)  Nov.  16th,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patieton,  WUliams,  and 
CoieridgCy  Js. 
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No  such  right  exists  with  regard  to  rivers.     A  river  may  at 
certain  times  cease  to  be  navigable,  or  be  navigable  only  by 
aid  of  towage ;  but  the  public  in  such  case  are  not  justified 
in  going  on   the  adjoining  banks :    Ball  v.  Herbert  (a), 
Zangers  v.  Whiskard{b).    BulUr  J.,  in  the  former  case,  lays 
down  the  law  distinctly :  "  Callis^^  he  says,  "  compares  a 
navigable  river  to  a  highway;  but  no  two  cases  can  be  more 
distinct.    In  the  latter  case,  if  the  way  be  foimderous  and 
out  of  repair,  the  public  have  a  right  to  go  on  the  adjoining 
land ;  but  if  a  river  should  happen  to  be  choked  up  with 
mud,  that  could  not  give  the  public  a  right  to  cut  another 
passage  through  the  adjoining  lands."    Tlie  crown  therefore 
being  seised  of  the  soil  of  navigable  rivers,  before  Magna 
Charta  could  grant  weirs  either  in  partial  or  total  obstruc- 
tion of  the  right  of  navigation.     On  the  same  principle  de- 
pended its  right  to  grant  a  several  fishery  in  a  public  stream. 
Magna  Charta,  c.  23,  enacts  that ''  all  weirs  from  henceforth 
shall  be  utterly  put  down,''  which,  from  the  generality  of 
its  terms,  might  seem  to  include  all  weirs  whatsoever ;  but 
subsequent  statutes  and  decisions  shew  that  it  only  applies 
to  weirs  erected  in  the  time  of  Edw.  1,  and  subsequently. 
Thus  the  25  Edw.S,  st.4,  c.4,  enacts  "that  all  weirs  which 
be  levied  and  set  up  in  the  time  of  Edw.  1  and  after,  in 
rivers,  whereby  ships  and  boats  be  disturbed,  shall  be  pulled 
down;"  and  this  statute  was  confirmed  by  45  Edu>.  3,  c.  2, 
and  1  Hen.  4,  c.  12(c).   Callis  also  lays  down  (d)  that  Magna 
Charta  only  relates  to  weirs  *'  erected  without  lawful  war- 
rant."   In  the  case  of  Chester  Mill  (e)  it  appeared  that  a 
mill  stank  of  stone  had  been  erected  on  the  river  Dee,  at 
the  city  of  Chester,  before  the  time  of  Edw.  1;  but  the 
Court  held  that  Magna  Charta,  c.  23,  did  not  apply  to  the 
case,  and  that  the  commissioners  of  sewers  had  no  authority 
to  abate  the  obstruction   to  the  navigation.     That  case 
shews  that  a  distinction  was  drawn  between  an  obstrtfttioD 


{a)  3  T.  R.  253. 
(6)  MS.  Seijt.  Turner,  cited  in 
dT.R.S59. 


(c)  See  further  1  Geo.l,9tat.9 
c.  13,  8. 18. 
(<0  CaU.  956. 
(e)  10  Rep.  ISr  b. 
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to  the  navigation,  erected  before  the  time  of  Edw.  1  and        i8S8. 
afterwards,  as  in  the  latter  case,  the  commissioners  would     ^^^"^"^^ 
undoubtedly  have  a  right  to  abate  it.    So  also  Hale  De  Jur.  ,,. 

Mar.  1,  c.  5,  points  out  the  right  of  property  in  ancient  ^^^'^^ 
weirs.  Weld  v.  Hornby  (a)  is  an  illustration  of  the  dis- 
tinction as  to  weirs;  for  as  it  appeared  there  that  an  ancient 
weir  had  been  enhanced  within  twenty  years,  it  was  held  at 
once  to  be  illegal.  Rex  v.  Montague  (6)  does  not  touch  the 
present  question.  The  conclusion  from  the  cases  is,  that 
an  ancient  weir,  erected  before  the  time  of  Edw.  1,  if  it  be 
not  enhanced  or  increased,  may  legally  be  continued.  [Cok" 
ridge  J.  Do  you  contend  then  that  before  Magna  Charta 
the  crown  could  grant  a  weir  that  should  totally  obstruct 
the  navigation  of  a  public  river  ?  ]  There  can  be  no  dis- 
tinction hi  the  power  of  the  crown  to  grant  a  weir  on  its 
own  soil,  founded  on  its  being  a  partial  or  total  obstruction. 
Suppose  that  at  the  time  of  the  grant  the  weir  was  a  partial 
obstruction; — how  could  the  grant  be  vitiated  by  becoming, 
in  the  course  of  centuries,  a  total  obstruction  i  If  the  right 
to  create  any  obstruction  on  a  navigable  stream  ever  existed 
in  the  crown,  as  it  clearly  did,  it  could  not  be  bounded  by  a 
question  of  more  or  less.  No  doubt  if  the  erection  be 
proved  to  be  a  new  one,  as  in  Rex  v.  Clark  (c),  it  is  pre- 
sentable as  a  nuisance. 

II.  The  locus  in  quo  being  part  of  a  public  navigable  Secood  point : 
river,  no  doubt  the  presumption  is,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  7}^^  replica- 
have  the  power  of  obstructing  the  navigation;  Carter  v.  of  right  or  waj 
Murcot  (d);  but  he  has  taken  upon  himself  the  burden  of  "J^f^  &** 
proving  his  exclusive  right;  and  as  such  a  right  can  exist  thewajhas 
only  by  virtue  of  a  grant  from  the  crown  before  the  time  of      "  *  ^^^  ' 
Edwn  I,  the  Court  will  support  the  verdict.    The  question 
10,  not  whether  the  replication  might  have  been  demurred 
to^  but  whether  the  Court  will  not  intend  that  the  jury  found 
all  the  fiEK;ts  which  are  necessary  to  support  the  verdict,  ac- 

(o)  7  East,  195.  (c)  19  Mod.  615. 

(6)  4  B.  &  C.  508;  8,  C.  6  D.         {d)  4  Barr.  3169. 
&  R.  616. 
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1838.        cording  to  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  note  to  Stennel  ▼• 

^•**^^^^      Hofisifl).     It  is  submitted,  however,  that  the  mode  of 
Williams        ,     j •       •  .      t.  •         .  .-.*.-  i 

i;.  pleading  is  correct.     It  is  not  necessary  to  state  in  a  plea 

Wilcox       f^^^  ^  particular  right  has  been  acquired  or  has  ceased. 
and  another.  , 

To  a  plea  of  right  of  way,  or  of  common,  where  the  plain- 
tiff relies  on  the  right  having  ceased,  he  does  not  reply  it 
specially,  but  denies  generally  the  right  (i). 
Third  point:         III.  The  chartulary  was  clearly  admissible,  coming,  as  it 
sioVof  evi"*''  did,  from  the  proper  custody,  as  in  the  case  of  the  charta- 
dence.  |ary  of  Glastonbury  Abbey ;  Bullen  v.  Michel  (c).     [Lord 

Denman  C.  J.  The  objection  is  not  as  to  the  custody,  but 
as  to  no  proof  having  been  given  of  a  search  for  the  original 
deed.]  That  objection  probably  escaped  notice  at  the  trial, 
for  it  was  not  taken  then. 

First  point.  Maule  and  Whateley,  contrsi*    The  crown  never  had  the 

power  to  grant  a  licence  for  an  obstruction  on  a  public  na- 
vigable stream,  either  before  Magna  Charta  or  since.  That 
statute  did  not  create  any  new  law,  but  is  merely  a  declara- 
tion of  the  common  law  of  the  realm  (d),  and  its  words  are 
generali  that  all  weirs  shall  be  put  down  except  those  ou 
the  sea  shore*  The  highways  of  the  realm,  both  by  land 
and  by  water,  are  called  the  king's  highways ;  and  whether 
the  soil  be  in  the  crown  or  in  the  adjoining  owners,  the 
rights  of  the  subject  to  free  and  uninterrupted  passage  are 
paramount  tp  any  other  right  that  can  be  created  in  them. 
The  crown  therefore  never  could  make  such  a  grant  of  its 
property  in  the  highway  as  should  interfere  with  this  para- 
mount right  The  argument  for  the  plaintiff  depends  on 
the  position  that  the  soil  in  public  navigable  riven  belongs 
to  the  crown;  but  this  argument  would  cover  a  right  to 
stop  up  the  sea,  if  it  were  possible,  as  the  soil  of  that  also 
is  in  the  crown :  Hale,  D.  J.  M.  (f).     When  Bulkr  J., 

(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  287,  n.(l).  (c)  4  Dow,  297. 

(6)  See  BaoUm  s.OUl^  1  East,  (d)  As  to  this,  see  1  Inst.  S« 

64 ;  Arktt  v.  Ellia^  9  D.  ft  R.  897 ;  (e)  Hargr.  Law  Tr.  1 1. 
1  Wms.  Saund.  103  b,  a.  (3). 
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in  Bail  ?.  Herbert  {a),  denied  the  analogy  between  a  public        1838. 
river  and  a  highway,  it  was  from  penury  of  language,  as  be     ^^' 
was  only  considering  the  right  to  go  on  the  banks  of  a  river  «. 

for  towage.  In  fact,  the  two  cases  are  strictly  analogous,  ^nd  another 
though  not  identical.  And  although  it  is  laid  down  in  the 
case  of  the  Banne  {b)  that  a  navigable  river  belongs  to  the 
crown,  so  far  as  the  tide  flows  and  reflows,  that  position 
must  be  taken  with  exceptions,  as  appears  in  the  case  of 
The  Severn  itself  (c).  But  in  whomsoever  the  property  of 
the  soil  may  be,  it  is  subordinate  to  the  rights  of  navigation. 
For  instance,  if  a  river  changes  its  course,  and  forms  a 
channel  through  private  property,  the  right  of  passing  and 
repassing  would  instantly  accrue  (cQ;  k  fortiori  therefore 
the  right  of  setting  a  weir  must  yield  to  the  common  right 
of  navigation.  In  Anonymous  (e)  the  subordinate  nature  of 
the  right  of  fishery  to  the  general  right  of  navigation  on  a 
public  stream,  is  clearly  illustrated.  The  crown  therefore 
never  had  the  power  to  authorise  an  obstruction  to  a  high- 
way;  and  so  it  has  been  laid  down:  Thomas  v.  SorrelliJ),  It 
i$  true,  with  respect  to  the  enactment  in  Magna  Charta,  that 
it  only  applies  to  certain  open  weirs ;  case  of  Chester  Mill  {g)i 
and  that  the  subsequent  statutes,  25  Edw,  3,  st.  4,  c.  4,  1 
Hen,  4,  c.  19,  recognize  the  valid  existence  of  weirs  erected 
before  the  time  of  Edw,  1.  But  those  statutes  recognize 
only  such  weirs  as  existed  without  impediment  to  naviga- 
tion. If  they  were  enhanced  or  increased,  then  the  statutes 
operated  to  abate  them ;  but  if  they  were  already  of  suffi- 
cient height  to  impede  the  navigation,  they  were  presenta- 
ble, however  long  they  had  existed.  QlanviUt  in  a  passage 
cited  by  Cokeiji),  lays  down  that  any  obstruction  on  a  pub- 
lic river  was  a  purpresture  at  common  law  (i). 

(fl)  3  T.  R.  253.  (/)  Vaugh.  340. 

(6)  Sir  J.  Davis,  55.  (g)  10  Rep.  137  b. 

(c)  See  Hale,  D.  J.  M.  Harg.  (A)  2  Inst.  38. 

Law  Tr.  18, 31.  (t)  A  purpresture,  which  is  an 

(d)  See  1  Roll.  Abr.  Chiinin,      encroachment  on  the  king's  de- 
A.  (9).  mesnes  or  highway,  by  land  or 

(e)  1  Camp.  517,  n.  water,  Co.  Litt.  277  b,  may  or  may 
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And  that  this  was  alway 
the  record  of  Mich.  1  Hen. 

not  amount  to  a  nuisance.  A  weir 
in  a  public  river,  whether  au  ob- 
struction to  navigation  or  not,would 
be  a  purpresture,  and  might  be 
abated,  like  other  encroachments 
on  the  crown ;  see  Com.  Dig.  Pur- 
presture ;  but  if  it  amounted  to  a 
nuisance,  it  was  indictable  at  com- 
mon law,  according  to  Sir  Matthew 
Hak,  although  it  might  have  been 
founded  on  a  grant  from  the  crown. 
Afker  pointing  out  that  the  excep- 
tion in  Magna  Charta  of  weirs  on 
the  sea  coast,  and  likewise  frequent 
examples,  shew  that  there  might 
be  private  interests  in  weirs,  he 
lays  down, — **  but  yet  this  that  I 
have  said  must  be  taken  with  this 
allay;  first,  that  this  interest  or 
right  in  the  subject  must  be  so 
used  as  it  may  not  occasion  a 
common  annoyance  to  passage  of 
ships  or  boats,  for  that  is  prohibited 
by  the  common  law  and  those  se- 
veral statutes  before  menUoned." 
Hargr.  Law  Tr.  92.  He  also  cites 
a  record  of  the  K.  B.,  14  Edw.  1, 
to  shew  that  a  subject  might,  by 
prescription,  have  a  weir  in  the 
sea,  but  yet  that  if  it  were  a  nui- 
sance to  the  passage  of  ships,  it 
might  be  abated.  lb.  '20.  Again, 
after  laying  down  that  a  subject 
might  have  the  property  of  a  pub- 
lic navigable  river  running  within 
his  manor,  (which  the  barons  of 
Berkley  established  as  to  the  river 
Severn,)  he  states  that  this  cau- 
tion is  to  be  added,— "that  the 
people  have  a  public  interest,  a 
jus  publicum  of  passage  and  repas* 
sage  with  their  goods  by  water, 
and  must  not  be  obstructed  by 
nuisances  or  impeached  by  exac- 


s  the  law  clearly  appears  by 
6,  given  in  evidence  by  the 

tions,  as  shall  be  shewn  when  we 
come  to  consider  of  ports :  for  the 
jut  jfrivatum  of  the  owner  or  pro- 
prietor is  charged  with  and  sulgect 
to  that  jttf  publicum  which  belongs 
to  the  king's  subjects ;  as  the  soil 
of  a  highway  is,  which,  though  in 
point  of  property  it  may  be  a  pri- 
vate man's  freehold,  yet  it  is 
charged  with  a  public  interest  of 
the  people,  which  may  not  be  pre- 
judiced or  damnified.''  lb.  36. 
From  the  eariiest  times  a  naviga- 
ble river  has  been  considered  a 
highway ;  19  Ass.  6;  39  Ass.  93 ; 
Noy,  103;  Com.  Dig.  Chimin; 
13  Rep.  33;  and  as  such  is  in- 
cluded by  Serjt.  Hawkins  under 
that  title;  and  he  lays  down  that 
the  doing  any  act  which  renders 
it  less  commodious  to  the  king's 
people  is  a  public  nuisance  at  com- 
mon law;  t  Hawk.  P.  C.  306— 
404  (6th  ed.).  Nor  does  the  de- 
cision in  Ball  v.  Herbert,  3  T.  R. 
353,  clash  with  this  doctrine;  for 
the  right  of  going  upon  the  ad- 
joining lands,  in  the  case  of  a 
founderous  road,  is  clearly  inap- 
plicable to  a  river,  and  was  pro- 
bably founded  on  the  duty  of  the 
adjoining  owner  of  the  soil  (as 
one  of  the  parishioners)  to  repair 
the  highway.  A  nuisance  at  com- 
mon law  cannot  be  prescribed  for ; 
Fowler  ▼.  Sanders,  Cro.  Jac.  446; 
nor  could  it  be  licensed  by  the 
crown  under  its  dispensing  power ; 
Thomas  v.  Sorel,  Vaugh.  340:  it  is 
only  therefore  by  legislative  enact- 
ment that  it  can  be  made  lawfuU 
The  civil  law  agrees  with  this :  **  si 
quis  a  principe  simpliciter  impetra- 
vit,  ut  in  publico  loco  sdificet  non 
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plaintiff.     It  appears  by  that«  that  tbe  Abbot  of  Haghmon        1338. 
pleaded  not  only  that  the  weir  existed  by  prescriptioni  but      ^-^n/-^-^ 
also  that  it  was  no  obstruction  to   the  navigation  of  the  ^^ 

Severn ;  and  the  jury  found  accordingly.  The  principles  Wilcox 
of  pleading  were  thoroughly  understood  in  that  day ;  and  if 
a  prescription  in  the  weir  had  been  a  sufficient  defence,  the 
plea  would  have  been  bad  for  duplicity.  The  statutes 
which  are  referred  tOj  to  shew  that  weirs  erected  before  tbe 
time  of  Edw.  1  are  legal,  viz.  25  Edw.  S,  st.  4,  c.  4 ;  45 
Edw.  3,  c.  %;  and  1  Hen.  4,  c.  12,  have  no  such  effect. 
They  were  passed  to  remedy  particular  grievances,  and 
they  gave  summary  powers  to  the  sheriffs  and  commissioners 
therein  named  to  put  down  weirs  erected  after  a  certain 
period.  The  25  Edw.  S,  st.  4,  c.  4,  is  the  most  important 
of  these  statutes,  and  it  is  evident  from  the  terms  of  it 
that  it  only  refers  to  such  weirs  and  obstructions  as  had 
been  set  up  in  the  reign  of  Edward  1  and  subsequently. 
These,  it  directs  **  the  sheriffs  of  the  places  where  need 
shall  be  to  survey  and  inquire,  and  do  thereof  execution." 
The  45  Edw.  S,  c.  2,  and  1  Hen.  4,  c.  12,  only  give  addi- 
tional summary  powers  to  abate  these  nuisances,  and  it  was 
probably  conceived  that  such  powers  might  be  given  safely 
over  weirs  erected  in  comparatively  recent  times.  Weirs 
erected  before  that  time,  whether  by  right  or  wrong,  were 
left  to  the  process  of  common  law ;  and  Lord  Elletiborough'& 
judgment,  in  Weld  v.  Hornby  (a),  shews  what  the  common 
law  doctrine,  as  to  weirs  generally,  is.  On  this  point  there- 
fore the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  judgment,  if  leave 
had  been  granted  at  the  trial. 
II.  At  all  events  the  plaintiff  cannot  have  judgment  on  Second  point. 

ett  concedendam  sic  sedificare,  ut  gard  to  the  nuisanos  created  by  an 

cum  iocoramodo  alicujus  id  fiat  ancient  weir  in  a  public  river,  it 

neque  sic  conceditur  nisi  forte  quia  may  be  observed  that  the  Court 

hoc  impetraverit:''  D.  xliii.  8,  S.  will  not  intend  that  it  had  been 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  Ro-  made  before  the  time  of  Edm.  i  ; 

man  law  did  not  allow  an  exclu-  InhabUanU  dc  Oldbeny  v.  Stqf. 

live  right  of  fishery  in  a  public  fordj  I  Sid.  145. 

stream  to  be  gained  by  prescrip-  (a)  7  East,  195. 
tion;  D.  xliv.  3,  T.    With   re- 
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1838.        this  record :  for  it  is  alleged  in  the  plea  that  the  locus  in  quo 

^"^^"^^^^^      is  part  of  a  common  navigable  river,  and  that  the  defendant 

V.  was  obstructed  m  bis  common  law  right  of  passage.    It  is 

Wilcox      difficult  to  say  wliat  the  construction  of  the  replication  is. 
and  another.  -^  '^ 

The  pleader  probably,  having  Weld  v.  Hornby  (a)  before  biniy 

thought  he  could  not  claim  a  right  to  obstruct  a  navigable 
riveri  and  he  does  not,  but  avers  that  the  locus  in  quo  was 
not  a  common  navigable  river«  for  all  8cc.  to  pass  on  and  na* 
vigate.  If  this  is  a  traverse  of  a  fact  in  the  plea,  it  is  of  a 
fact  previously  admitted ;  for  the  replication  confesses  the 
locus  in  quo  was  part  of  the  Severn,  and  that  the  Severn 
was  a  navigable  river.  The  finding  of  the  jury  therefore  is 
immaterial,  for  the  issue  raised  is  only  of  a  matter  in  law. 
When  once  the  plaintiff  admitted  that  the  locus  in  quo  was 
part  of  a  navigable  river,  he  ought  to  have  shewn  on  the 
record  some  right  to  exclude  the  public  from  any  part  of  it. 
Lord  Fitzwaher's  case  (b)  shews  that  the  public  character 
of  a  river  is  prim&  facie  evidence  against  the  existence  of 
any  privilege.  The  subject  has  a  right  of  passage  on  every 
part  of  a  navigable  river,  at  his  will  and  pleasure;  and  if 
the  river  change  its  course,  according  to  the  case  in  the 
Year  Book  (c),  cited  by  Holroyd  J.  in  Rex  v.  Montague(d), 
the  public  obtains  rights  on  the  new  course  of  the  stream. 
It  is  no  defence  to  an  obstruction  on  a  highway  to  say  that 
there  is  sufficient  room  on  the  residue  of  it(^}.  But  the 
replication  does  not  go  so  far  as  this;  for  it  does  not  aver 
that  there  was  any  water-way  on  the  other  part  of  the  river. 
Third  point.  III.  With  regard  to  the  cbartulary,  it  was  clearly  inad- 
missible in  evidence ;  for  no  proof  whatever  was  given  that 
any  search  had  been  made  for  the  origmal  grant.  It  vmuld 
probably  have  been  found  in  the  Augmentation  Office,  or 

(a)  7  £ast|  195.  and  suffers  them  to  remain  there, 

(6)  1  Mod.  106.  although  there  may  be  a  paisage 

(c)  89  Ass.  93.  with  winding  and  turning,  still  it 

Id)  4  B.  &  a  598}  &  C.  6  D.  is  a  nuisance.''    Ilil.  15  Jac.  1, 

&  R.  616.  B.  R.;  5.  C.  Cro.  Jac.  446.    See 

(e)  See  2  Roll.  Abr.  137.  <<  If  a  also  Roc  v.  Russell,  6  East,  W. 


man  scatters  logs  on  the  highway^ 
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amongst  the  muniments  of  Mrs.  Corbet.    There  is  no  case 
in  which  the  copy  of  an  instrument  has  been  admitted  in     ^ 
evidence  without  proof  of  search   for  the  original.     The  v. 

ground  expressly  put  by  Lord   Redesdale,  in   Bullen  v.   nnd^unother. 
Michel(a),  for  the  reception  of  the  chartulary  of  Glaston- 
bury, WB8|  that  a  search  had  been  made,  and  that  the  origi- 
nals could  not  be  found. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court.' — ^This  was  a  case  tried  before  my  brother 
Williams,  at  the  Shrewsbury  Spring  assizes  for  1836.  A 
verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff  for  \s.  damages,  and  the  de- 
fendants contend  that  the  judgment  should  be  arrested,  or  a 
verdict  entered  for  themselves ;  or  at  all  events,  that  they  are 
entitled  to  a  new  trial  on  account  of  the  improper  reception 
of  evidence  objected  to.  Their  objection  under  the  last 
bead  appears  to  be  twofold : — first,  they  deny  that  any  evi- 
dence was  receivable  to  shew  the  antiquity  of  a  weir  men- 
tioned in  the  pleadings ;  secondly,  they  object  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  a  particular  document  tendered  for  that  purpose 
on  a  specific  ground. 

In  the  view  in  which  we  take  of  this  case,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  dispose  of  all  these  grounds.  (His  lordship 
then  stated  the  pleadings.)  Subject  to  the  questions  upon 
the  evidence  hereafter  to  be  discussed,  the  case  between 
the  parties  is  this :  the  plaintiff  has  established  the  existence 
of  the  weir  in  question,  by  a  royal  grant  made  at  some  period 
prior  to  the  time  of  Edward  1 ;  but  the  weir  stands  across 
part  of  a  public  navigable  river,  a  part,  indeed,  not  required 
for  the  purposes  of  navigation  at  the  date  of  the  grant,  but 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  trespass  necessary  for 
those  purposes  by  reason  of  the  residue  of  the  channel 
having  become  choked  up.  He  contends  that,  at  the  date 
of  the  grant,  the  crown  had  the  power  of  making  it  even  to 
the  disturbance,  or  total  prevention  of  the  right  of  naviga- 
tion by  the  subject;  or  that,  at  all  events,  it  had  the  power  First  point. 

(fl)  4  Dow,  324,  5. 
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1838.        of  making  such  a  grant,  if  in  the  then  existing  state  of  cir- 
^'^^'^      cumstances  it  did  not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  sub- 

WlLLIAMS        .  ,     ,  ,  ......  .,, 

V.  ject ;  and  that  such  a  grant,  vahd  m  its  inception,  will  not 

Wilcox  become  invalid,  by  reason  of  any  change  of  circumstances 
which  may  afterwards  affect  the  residue  of  the  channel. 
This  latter  point,  although  argued  with  much  ingenuity, 
does  not  present  any  serious  difficulty  in  our  minds,  and  we 
may  conveniently  dispose  of  it  in  passing.  If  the  subject 
(which  this  view  of  the  case  concedes)  had  by  common  law 
a  right  of  passage  in  the  channel  of  the  river,  paramount  to 
the  power  of  the  crown,  we  cannot  conceive  such  right  to 
have  been  originally  other  than  a  right  locally  unlimited  to 
pass  in  all  and  every  part  of  the  channel.  The  nature  of 
the  highway,  which  a  navigable  river  affords,  liable  to  be 
affected  by  natural  and  uncontrollable  causes ;  presenting 
conveniences  in  different  parts  and  on  different  sides  accord- 
ing to  the  changes  of  wind,  or  direction  of  the  vessel,  and 
attended  by  the  important  circumstance,  that  on  no  one  is 
any  duty  imposed  by  the  common  law  to  do  that  which 
would  be  analogous  to  the  ordinary  repair  of  a  common 
highway,  namely,  to  remove  obstructions,  clear  away  sand 
banks  and  preserve  any  accustomed  channel;  all  these  con- 
siderations make  it  an  almost  irresistible  conclusion  that  the 
paramount  right,  if  it  existed  at  all,  must  have  been  a  right 
in  every  part  of  the  space  between  the  banks.  It  cannot  be 
disputed  that  the  channel  of  a  public  navigable  river  is  a 
King's  highway,  and  is  properly  so  described;  and  if  the 
analogy  between  it  and  a  highway  by  land  were  complete, 
there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  right  would  be  such  as  we 
now  lay  down ;  for  the  right  of  passage  in  a  highway  by 
land  extends  over  every  part  of  it.  Now,  although  it  may 
be  conceded  that  the  analogy  is  not  complete,  yet  the  very 
circumstances  pointed  out  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants 
in  which  it  fails,  are  strong  to  shew  that  in  this  respect  at 
least  it  holds,  the  absence  of  any  right  to  go  extra  viam  in 
case  of  the  channel  being  choked,  and  the  want  of  a  definite 
obligation  on  any  one  to  repair,  only  render  it  more  im- 
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portaiit  in  order  to  make  the  highway  an  effectual  odCi  that        1838. 
the  right  of  passage  should   extend  to  all  parts  of  the     ^j^^^^^^^^ 
channel.  If  then,  subject  to  this  right,  the  crown  had  at  any  v, 

period  the  prerogative  of  raising  weirs  in  such  parts  as  Y'^^^u 
were  not  at  the  time  actually  required  by  the  subject  for  the 
purposes  of  navigatioui  it  follows  from  the  very  nature  of  a 
paramount  right  on  the  one  hand,  and  a  subordinate  right 
on  the  other,  that  the  latter  must  cease  whensoever  it  cannot 
be  exercised  but  to  the  prejudice  of  the  former.  If,  in  the 
present  case,  the  subject  has  not  at  this  moment  the  right 
to  use  that  part  of  the  channel  on  which  the  weir  stands,  it 
is  only  because  of  the  royal  grant,  and  that  grant  must  then 
be  alleged  at  its  date  to  have  done  away  for  ever,  in  so  much 
of  the  channel,  the  right  of  the  public ;  but  that  is  to  sup- 
pose the  subordinate  right  controlluig  that  which  is  admitted 
to  be  paramount,  which  is  absurd.  On  the  other  hand, 
there  is  nothing  unreasonable  or  unjust  in  supposing  the 
right  to  erect  the  weir  to  be  subject  to  the  necessities  of  the 
public,  when  they  should  arise  ;  for  the  right  of  the  public 
being  supposed  to  be  paramount  by  law,  the  grantee  must 
be  taken  to  be  cognisant  of  such  right,  and  the  same  natural 
peculiaritiesi  and  the  same  absence  of  any  obligation  by  law 
on  any  one  to  counteract  those  peculiarities  above  men- 
tioned, would  give  him  full  notice  of  the  probability  that  at 
some  period  his  grant  would  be  determined.  We  do  not 
therefore  think  that  the  plaintiff  can  sustain  his  second  point. 

To  the  first  point,  on  which  his  case  must  now  rest,  two 
objections  are  made  by  the  defendants;  they  deny  that 
by  the  law  of  England  the  crown  ever  had  the  power  of 
interfering  with  the  navigation  of  public  navigable  rivers ; 
and  they  contend,  secondly,  that  if  any  such  power  existed.  Second  poinL 
and  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  an  exercise  of  it,  that  specific 
exercise  should  have  been  replied  to  the  plea,  the  allega- 
tions of  which  shew  prim&  facie  that  the  weir  in  question 
was  a  wrongful  erection.  For  want  of  this,  they  say,  the 
plea  has  received  no  answer ;  it  alleges  the  obstruction  of 
the  channel  of  a  navigable  river ;  that  is  admitted,  but  no 

VOL.  in.  s  s 
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ianvful  cause  for  such  obstruction  is  shewn.  We  are  of 
opinion,  however,  that  this  second  objection  is  not  sus- 
tainable, and  that  upon  the  face  of  the  record  a  suflkient 
answer  in  substance  appears  to  the  plea,  if  the  crown  had 
the  power  of  making  the  supposed  grant.  It  is  an  ele- 
mentary rule  in  pleading,  that  when  a  state  of  facts  is  relied 
on,  it  is  enough  to  allege  it  simply  without  setting  out  the 
subordinate  facts,  which  are  the  means  producing  it,  or  the 
evidence  sustaining  the  allegation.  Thus,  in  a  case  veiy 
familiar,  and  almost  identical  with  the  present,  if  a  trespass 
be  justified  by  a  plea  of  highway,  the  pleader  never  states 
how  the  locus  in  quo  became  highway;  and  if  the  plaintiff's 
case  is  that  the  locus  in  quo  by  an  order  of  justices,  award 
of  inclosure  commissioners,  local  act  of  parliament,  or  any 
other  lawful  means,  had  ceased  to  be  such  at  the  time 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  he  simply  puts  in  issue  the  fact 
of  its  being  a  highway  at  that  time,  without  alleging  the 
particular  mode  by  which  he  intends  to  shew  in  proof  that 
it  bad  before  then  ceased  to  be  such.  So  here  the  defend- 
ants relying  on  the  common  law,  allege  that  the  weir  if 
wrongfully  placed  in  part  of  a  common  navigable  river;  the 
plaintiff  relying  on  a  ground  which,  as  he  contends,  in  effect 
took  the  site  of  the  weir  out  of  the  public  and  navigable 
channel  of  the  river,  properly,  as  it  appears  to  us,  abstaioi 
from  setting  out  that  grant,  and  with  substantial  correctness 
replies  only  that  that  part  of  the  river  was  other  than  and 
wholly  distinct  from  the  channel  in  which  the  right  and  user 
of  navigation  existed,  and  was  not  a  public,  common  navi* 
gable  river.  It  is  true,  that  this  mode  of  pleading  does  not 
disclose  to  the  defendants  the  case  on  which  the  plaintiff 
relies ;  but  to  object  to  it  on  this  ground  is  to  misconceive 
one  object  of  pleading,  and  to  forget  another;  the  cer<* 
tainty  or  particularity  of  pleading  is  directed  not  to  the  dis* 
closure  of  the  case  of  a  party,  but  to  the  informing  the 
Court,  the  jury,  and  the  opponent,  of  the  specific  proposiiioH 
for  which  he  contends  ;  and  a  scarcely  less  important  object 
is  the  bringing  the  parties  to  issue  on  a  single  and  certain 
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point,  avoiding  that  prolixity  and  uncertainty  which  would 

very  probably  arise  from  stating  all  the  steps  which  lead 

up  to  that  point.  v. 

Having  then  thus  disposed  of  the  subordinate  matters       7"'^?^ 
° ,  '^  and  another. 

on  each  side,  we  come  to  that  on  which  the  argument 
mainly  turned,  that  is  to  say,  the  power  of  the  crown  First  point. 
at  common  law  to  interfere  with  the  channels  of  public 
navigable  rivers.  On  the  one  side,  the  contention  is^  that 
prior  to  Magna  Charta  the  power  of  the  crown  was 
absolute  over  them,  and  that  this  weir,  by  the  antiquity 
assigned  to  it  by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  is  saved  from  the 
operation  of  that  or  any  succeeding  statute ;  while,  on  the 
other,  it  is  alleged  that  they  are  and  were  highways  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  which  the  crown  had  no  power  to 
limit  or  interfere  with,  and  that,  as  well  the  restraints 
enacted  by,  as  the  confirmations  implied  from  the  statutes 
alluded  to,  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  present  question. 
After  an  attentive  examination  of  the  authorities  and  the 
statutes  referred  to  in  the  argument,  we  cannot  see  any 
satisfactory  evidence  that  the  power  of  the  crown  in  this 
respect  was  greater  at  the  common  law  before  the  pass- 
ing of  Magna  Charta,  than  it  has  been  since.  It  is  clear 
that  the  channels  of  public  navigable  rivers  were  always 
highways ;  up  to  the  point  reached  by  the  flow  of  the  tide, 
the  soil  was  presumably  in  the  crown;  and  above  that  point, 
whether  the  soil  at  common  law  was  in  the  crown,  or  in  the 
owners  of  the  adjacent  lands,  a  point  perhaps  not  free  from 
doubt,  there  was  at  least  a  jurisdiction  in  the  crown,  ac- 
cording to  Sir  Matthew  Hale,  **  to  reform  and  punish  all 
nuisances  in  all  rivers,  whether  fresh  or  salt,  that  are  a  com- 
mon passage  not  only  for  ships  and  greater  vessels,  but  also 
for  smaller  as  barges  or  boats.*' — De  Jur.  Maris.  Part  1, 
c.  2  (a).  In  either  case,  the  right  of  the  subject  to  pass  up 
and  down  was  complete ;  in  the  case  of  the  Baime  Fishery  (&), 
where  the  reporter  is  speaking  of  rivers  within  the  flux  and 
reflux  of  the  tide,  it  is  stated  that  this  right  was  by  the  King*s 
{a)  Harg.  Law  Tr.  p.  8.  (b)  Davis's  Rep.  57. 

S  S  2 
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1838.       permusioti,  for  the  ease  and  commodity  of  the  people ;  but 

^!!r'^'^^      if  this  be  the  true  foundation,  and  if  the  same  may  be  also 
Williams  ,        .,^,  -,-i..i  ^. 

V.  properly  said  of  the  same  right  m  the  higher  parts  of  nvers, 

T'^^dL     '^^''  ^^  permission  supposed  must  be  coeval  with  the  mo- 
narchy,  and  anterior  to  any  grant  by  any  particular  monarch 
of  the  right  to  erect  a  weir  in  any  particular  river.    It  is 
difficult  therefore  to  see  how  any  such  grant  made  in  dero- 
gation of  the  public  right  previously  existing,  and  in  direct 
opposition  to  that  duty  which  the  law  casts  on  the  crown, 
of  reforming  and  punishing  all  nuisances  which  obstruct  the 
navigaticm  of  public  rivers,  could  have  been  in  its  inception 
valid  at  common  law.     Nor  can  we  find  in  the  language  of 
the  statutes  referred  to,  any  thing  inconsistent  with  this 
conclusion ;  they  speak  indeed  of  acts  done  in  violation  of 
this  public  right,  but  they  do  not  refer  them  to  any  power 
legally  existing  in  the  crown,  which,  for  the  future,  they 
propose  to  abridge.    We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
legality  of  this  weir  cannot  be  sustained  on  the  supposition 
of  any  power  existing  by  law  in  the  crown  in  the  time  of 
Edward  1,  which  is  now  taken  away. 
Fourth  point:       But  this  does  not  exhaust  the  question,  because  that 
h«fi!"  ^!^^^^  which  was  not  legal  at  first,  may  have  been  subsequently 
time  of  Ed.  1,  legalized.    The  question  of  fact  was  submitted  to  the  jury 
■«iof  paiiia-  ™**'^  favourably  for  the  defendants,  whether  any  such  grant 
ineot.  had  been  made  before  Magna  Charta  as  the  plaintiff  relied 

on,  and  the  jury  upon  the  evidence  have  found  in  the  affirm- 
ative. If,  therefore,  upon  an  examination  of  the  statutes 
relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  such  a  grant,  whether  valid  or  not 
at  common  law,  appears  to  be  saved  by  their  operation,  the 
objection  of  the  defendants  falls  to  the  ground.  And  we 
think  that  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  statutes.  The 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  is  probably  correct  in 
saying,  that  the  23d  cap.  of  Magna  Charta  may  be  laid  out 
of  the  case ;  the  kidelli  there  spoken  of,  appear  from  the  2J 
List.  p.  its,  and  the  Chester  MiUcase[a)t  to  have  been  open 
weirs  erected  for  the  taking  offish,  and  the  evil  intended  to  be 
remedied  by  the  statute,  was  the  unlawful  destruction  of  that 
(a)  10  Rep.  137  b. 


TRINITY  TERM,  I  VICT.  626 

important  article  of  consumption.    That  statute,  therefore^        1838. 

being  pointed  at  another  mischief,  might  leave  any  question     ^^"^^ 

of  nuisance,  by  obstruction  to  the  passage  of  boats,  exactly  9. 

as  it  stood  at  common  law.     But  the  same  remark  does  not      Wilcox 

and  another, 
apply  to  the  25  Ed.  3,  st.  4,  c.  4 ;  that  begins  by  reciting 

that  the  common  passage  of  boats  and  ships  in  the  great 
rivers  of  England,  is  oftentimes  annoyed  by  the  enhancing 
(a  mistranslation  of  the  word  kver  for  levying  or  setting  up) 
of  gorces,  mills,  weirs,  stanks,  stakes,  and  kiddles ;  and  then 
provides  for  the  utter  destruction  of  all  such  as  have  been  levied 
and  set  up  in  the  time  of  Ed.  1,  and  after.  It  further  directs 
that  writs  shall  be  sent  to  the  sheriffs  of  the  places  where 
need  shall  be,  to  survey  and  inquire,  and  to  do  thereof  exe- 
cution; and  also  the  justices  shall  be  thereupon  assigned  at 
all  times  that  shall  be  needful.  It  is  clear,  we  think,  that 
in  any  criminal  proceeding  for  the  demolition  of  this  weir, 
which  had  been  instituted  immediately  after  the  passing  of 
this  statute,  it  would  have  been  a  sufficient  defence  to  have 
shewn  its  erection  before  the  time  of  Ed.  1 ;  and  considering 
the  concise  language  of  statutes  of  that  early  period,  we 
think  the  statute  would  equally  have  been  an  answer  in  any 
civil  proceeding  at  the  suit  of  a  party  injured.  Assuming 
the  weir  to  have  been  illegally  erected  before  the  date  of 
Magna  Charta,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  a  sort  of 
compromise  was  come  to;  similar  nuisances  were,  probably, 
very  numerous,  but  they  were  probably  many  of  them  of 
long  standing :  it  may  have  been  impossible  to  procure,  or 
it  may  well  have  been  thought  unreasonable  to  insist  on,  an 
act  which  should  direct  those  to  be  abated  which  had  ac- 
quired the  sanction  of  time,  and  a  line  was  therefore  drawn, 
which  preventing  an  increase  of  the  nuisance  for  the  future, 
and  abating  it  in  all  the  instances  which  commenced  within 
a  given  period,  impliedly  legalized  those  which  could  be 
traced  to  an  earlier  period.  This  appears  to  us  the  proper 
effect  to  be  attributed  to  the  statute,  and  if  it  be,  it  disposes 
of  any  difference  between  a  criminal  and  civil  proceedings 
The  earlier  weirs  were  not  merely  protected  against  the 
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188a        specific  measures  mentioDed  in  tbe  act,  but  rendered  abso- 
^^"^^      lutelj  legal*    If  this  would  ha?e  been  a  good  answer  im- 
V.  mediately  after  the  act  passed,  it  is,  at  least,  equally  good 

andmo^.  "®^'  *"**  therefore  of  the  45  Ed.  S,  c.  2,  and  the  1  Hen.  4, 
e.  ]fi>  it  is  unnecessaty  to  say  more^  than  that  they  do  not  at 
all  weaken  the  defence  which  the  defendants  ha?e  under  the 
former  statute.  We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  is 
no  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment,  or  entering  a  rerdict 
for  the  defendants ;  and  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have 
come  on  these  points  decides,  of  course,  that  the  learned 
judge  was  quite  right  in  receiving  evidence  of  the  antiquity 
of  the  wein 
Third  point.  A  single  point,  however,  still  remains  to  be  mentioned, 
on  which  the  defendants  claim  a  new  trial.  In  order  to 
establish  the  antiquity  of  their  weir  the  plaintiff  tendered 
in  evidence  what  purported  to  be  a  copy  of  an  ancient 
grant  found  in  a  chartulary  of  Haghmon  Abbey ;  the 
single  objection  now  relied  on  against  its  reception  is,  that 
no  search  was  proved  to  have  been  made  for  the  original. 
The  note  of  the  leartied  judge  is  very  specific  as  to  the  ob- 
jections made  at  the  trial,  and  his  memory  clear  as  to  what 
then  occurred ;  but  he  has  no  minute  or  recollection  of  this 
point  having  beeri  pressed,  and  it  is  an  objection  so  much 
upon  the  surface  that  if  brought  clearly  to  his  notice  it  is 
scarcely  conceivable  but  that  it  must  have  prevailed — in« 
deed,  w*e  think,  that  it  must  have  been  acquiesced  in  by  tbe 
counsel  on  the  other  side.  We  do  not  doubt  that  it  was  in 
fact  made,  but  as  the  whole  class  of  that  evidence  of 
which  this  document  formed  a  single  item,  was  also  object- 
ed to,  and  the  attention  of  the  learned  judge  was  naturally 
directed  to  that  more  general  and  important  objection,  it  i& 
probable  that  this  was  not  so  made  as  to  attract  his  notice. 
In  all  cases,  and  especially  in  one  so  circumstanced  as  this, 
it  is  the  business  of  the  counsel  to  take  care  that  the  judge's 
attention  is  drawn  to  any  objection  on  which  he  intends 
afterwards  to  rely— justice  requires  this — not  so  much  to  the 
judge  as  to  the  opposite  party^  who  may  be  willing,  as  io 
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the  present  case  would  probably  have  been  done,  rather  to 
waive  the  benefit  of  the  evidence,  than  put  his  verdict  in 
peril  on  the  issue  of  the  objection.  If  by  inadvertence  this 
was  not  done  at  the  trial,  we  think  we  ought  not,  either 
upon  general  principles  or  with  a  view  to  the  particular  cir* 
Gumstances  of  this  case^  to  allow  the  objection  now  to  prevail. 
The  admitted  document  was  but  one  of  many  to  prove 
what  in  the  end  was  unquestionable  and  unquestioned,  the 
^Gi'y  great  antiquity  of  the  weir;  its  admission  therefore 
occasioned  no  injustice,  its  rejection  could  not,  and  ought 
not,  to  have  varied  the  verdict.  The  rule,  therefore,  on  all 
points,  will  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


627 


1838. 


Williams 

Wilcox 
and  aDother. 


The  Queen  v. 


A  BILL  of  indictment  had  been  found  at  the  Middlesex 
Sessions,  1837,  against  the  defendant,  and  was  removed  by 
him  by  certiorari  into  this  Court  The  first  count  of  the  in- 
dictment charged  the  defendant  with  having  made  an  assault 
on  one  J*  S,,  and  that  he  unlawfully,  wickedly,  and  inde- 
cently did  expose  his  private  parts  naked  to  the  sight  and 
view  of  the  said  J.  S.,  with  a  view  and  intent  to  incite  and 
provoke  the  said «/.  S.  to  commit  with  the  defendant  an 
unnatural  offence  &c.  The  second  couut  charged  him 
with  a  common  assault. 

At  the  trial  in  Middlesex,  at  the  sittings  after  Easter 
term,  ISS7,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  the  defendant  was 
found  not  guilty,  and  his  lordship  made  an  order  on  the 
treasurer  of  the  county  for  the  costs  of  the  prosecution, 
under  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  23. 

This  order  having  been  made  a  rule  of  Court  in  the 
Trinity  term  following,  J*  Addison,  in  the  same  term,  ob- 
tained a  rule  calling  upon  the  prosecutor  to  shew  cause  why 
this  rule  should  not  be  discharged. 


Thursday, 
June  lith» 

An  iDdictmenc 
for  an  inde- 
cent exposure 
of  the  person 
before  one  J.  iSi. 
with  die  in- 
tent to  pro- 
voke him  to 
commit  an  un- 
natural crime, 
which  had 
been  removed 
by  the  defend- 
ant by  certio- 
rari, IS  not 
within  s.  23 
of  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  64f  SO  as 
to  enable  the 
Court  before 
whom  it  is 
tried  to  grant 
the  costs  of 
the  prosecu- 
tion. 
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1838.  S.  Hugh^,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  shewed  cause. 

The  judge  before  whom  this  indictment  was  tried  had  clearly 
power  to  grant  costs,  under  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  23  (a).  It 
has  been  held,  that  where  an  indictment  has  been  removed 
by  certiorari,  this  Court  has  no  power  to  award  costs ;  Rex 
V.  RicIiards{b),Jiex  V.Johnson  (c);  but  in  those  cases  the 
indictment  was  removed  by  the  prosecutor,  and  the  decisions 
proceeded  probably  on  the  ground  that  the  act  was  only  in- 
tended to  give  costs  to  poor  persons  who  were  bound  over  to 
prosecute.  This  Court  has  also  refused  to  grant  costs  where 
the  application  had  not  been  made  at  the  time  of  the  trial ; 
Rex  V.  Chadderton{d),  Rex  v.  The  Treasurer  of  the  Cownijf 
of  Exeter  {e)\  but  Rex  v.  Johnson  (f)  is  an  authority  to 
shew  that  the  Court  was  authorized  to  grant  costs  on  an  in- 
dictment in  any  Court  before  whom  the  trial  may  lawfully 
be  had.  In  Rex  v.  Clifton(g),  which  was  an  indictment  for 
not  repairing  a  road,  the  Court  awarded  costs  to  the  prose- 
cutor, under  1 3  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  64.  So  in  Rex  v.  Jeyes  (A), 
in  which  the  question  was  raised  on  this  statute,  Park  J. 

(a)  S.  23  enacks,  "  that  where  the  person,  of  wilfal  and  corrupt 

any   prosecutor  or  other  person  perjury,  or  of  subornation  of  per- 

shall  appear  before  any  Court  on  jury,  every  such  Court  is  hereby 

recognizance  or  subpoena  to  pro-  authorized  and  empowered  to  or- 

secute  or  give  evidence  against  der  payment  of  the  costs  and  ex- 

any  person   indicted  of  any  as-  pences  of  the  prosecutor  and  wit- 

sault,  with  intent  to  commit  fe«  nesses  for  the  prosecution,  together 

lony,  or  any  attempt  to  commit  with  a   compensation   for   their 

felony,  of  any  riot,  of  any  misde-  trouble  and  loss  of  time,  in  the 

meanor  for  receiving  any  stolen  pi-o-  same  manner  as  Courts  are  here- 

perty,  knowing  the  same  to  have  inbefore  authorized  and  empower- 

been  stolen,  of  any  assault  upon  a  ed  to  order  the  same  in  cases  of 

peace-officer  in  the  execution  of  his  felony.'' 

duty,  or  opdn  any  person  acting  in  (b)  8  B.  &  C.  420 ;  &  C*  2  Mao. 

aid  of  such  officer,  of  any  neglect  &  R.  405. 

or  breach  of  duty  as  a  peace-offi-  (c)  Moo.  C.  C.  173. 

cer,  of  any  assault  committed  in  (d)  5  T.  R.  272. 

pursuance  of  any  conspiracy  to  (e)  5  Mann.  &  R.  167. 

raise  the  rate  of  wages,  of  know-  (/)  4  M.  &  S.  515. 

ingly  and  designedly  obtaining  any  {g   6  T.  R.  344. 

property  by  false  pretences,  of  (A)  3  A.  &  £.  416 ;  iS.  C.  5  N. 

wilful  and  indecent  exposure  of  &  M.  101. 
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granted  the  prosecutor  his  costs  on  an  indictment  for  riot, 

and  it  was  held  that  he  had  power  so  to  do.    In  that  case    ^   ^ 

^  ,   "^  .  The  Queen 

^ne  prosecutor  was  not  under  recognizances  to  prosecute,  «. 

but  he  and  his  witnesses  were  subpceaned  to  give  evidence,  as  ' 

they  were  in  the  present  case  (a). 

J.  Addison^  contrji.  This  indictment  does  not  fall  within 
the  words  of  the  act ;  it  is  not  for  a  ''  wilful  and  indecent 
exposure  of  the  person,"  but  for  a  very  different  offence, 
which  is  not  mentioned  in  s.  24  of  7  Geo.  4,  c.  64.  Even 
if  it  were  within  the  statute  the  Court  has  no  power  to 
grant  costs  where  the  indictment  has  been  removed  by  cer- 
tiorari; Ilex'v.Rkhards{b),Ilexv.John8on{c)'y  and  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  removal  be  by  the  prosecutor  or  by 
the  defendant.  Rex  v.  The  Treasurer  of  the  County  of 
Exeter  {d).  The  case  of  Rex  v.  Clifton  {e),  in  which  the 
judge  gave  the  prosecutor  his  costs,  under  the  13  Geo,  3, 
c.  78,  is  no  authority  here,  for  the  words  of  that  statute 
gave  very  large  powers  to  the  judge  as  to  costs. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Drnman  C.  J.  on  this  day  stated  that  the  Court 
were  of  opinion  that  the  case  was  not  within  the  statute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  This  fact  appeared  on  the  (c)  Moo.  C.  C.  173. 

affidavit  of  the  prosecutor.  {d)  5  Man.  &  R.  J67. 

{h)  8  B.  &  C.  420;  8.  C.  S  (e)  6T.  R.  844. 
Man.  ft  R,  405. 


Doe  on  the  demise  of  Boultbbe  and  others  v.  Adderlet.    Jmeuthi 

CiJECTMENT  for  a  cottage  at  Gnosal,  in  the  county  of  bitimt  ismade 

Stafford.     At  the  trial  before  LittledaleJ.,  at  the  Stafford-  ». competent 

witness  for  his 
shire  Summer  assizes,  1836,  it  appeared  that  the  lessors  of  parish  by  54 

Oeo.  3,  c  170, 
8. 9,  in  ejectment  respecting  parish  property. 
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18S&       the  plaintiff  were  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
^''^^      Onosali  who  brought  the  ejectment  to  recover  the  pre- 
9.  mises  in  question  as  parish  property.    The  first  wittiess 

Addebley.  ealled  was  objected  to  as  incompetent,  on  the  ground  of 
his  being  a  rate-payer  in  Gnosal ;  and  it  was  admitted  by 
the  plaintiff  that  the  same  objection  applied  to  the  whole 
of  his  witnesses.  The  learned  judge  thereupon  directed  a 
nonsuit  to  be  entered,  but  ordered  the  case  to  be  pro- 
ceeded with,  and  the  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff* 

jR.  F.  Bichards,  in  the  Michaelmas  term  fallowing,  hat'* 
ing  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit. 

First  point: 

An  inhabitant       Ludlow  Serjt.  and  Godson,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term 

of  a  parish  an  -^  ^  -^ 

incompetent     (June  4),  shewed  cause.     There  is  no  doubt  that  at  conn 

common'^hiw     ^^^  '^^  ^^^  inhabitants  of  a  parish,  being  the  real  parties 
in  a  suit  to  the  suit  brought  by  parish  officers,  are  incompetent  wit- 

chorch-  ^    ^  nesses  5  Eex  v.  Wobum  (a),  Rex  v.  Hardtaick  (6)^  Rhodes 
wardens.  v.  Ainsworth  (c),  Pretvit  v.  Tilly  (d),  Jones  v.  Carrington  (e). 

Second  point:       IL  The  main  question  therefore  is,  whether  the  MQeo* 
comTOten^  in    ^'  ^'  ^'^^'  ^'  ^*  restores  their  competency  in  any  other  cases 
actions  of        than  those  pointed  out  by  the  statute ;  viz.  questions  relat- 
parbh  pro-^^    ^"S  expressly  to  parochial  rates  and  cesses.     It  is  true  that 
perty  by  54       in  Meredith  v.  Gilpin  (/),  which  was  a  question  as  to  the 
'  title  to  parish  lands,  it  was  held,  that  the  54  Geo.  3,  c.  170, 
capacitated  inhabitants ;  but  that  case  was  disapproved  of, 
and  may  be  considered  overruled  by  Oxenden  v.  P aimer  {g). 
That  was  a  case  where  the  issue  was  as  to  a  custom  for  all 
persons  residing  within  the  parish,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
repair  the  parish  highways,  to  take  shingle  from  the  beach 
in  aid  of  the  repairs ;  and  the  Court  held,  that  persons 
paying  the  highway  rate  within  the  parish  were  not  made 
competent  by  the  statute.    The  establishment  of  the  cus- 
tom in  that  case  would  have  gone  at  once  to  the  diminution 
of  the  highway  rate,  and  therefore  the  question  was  without 

(a)  10  East,  895.  (e)  Ibid.  388. 

(6)  11  East,  578.  (J)  6  Price,  146. 

(e)  1  B.  &  Aid.  ST.  (g)  «  B.  &  Ad.  ^6. 
(cQ  1  Cair.  &  P.  140. 
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doubt  one  relating  to  the  rates  or  cesses  of  the  parish*  1838. 
The  decision  of  the  Courts  therefore,  must  hate  proceeded 
on  the  ground,  that  the  statute  onlj  applied  to  cases  inhere 
such  rates  and  cesses  were  directly  in  issuer  In  Marsden  Adderley. 
f .  Stamfield  (a)  the  inhabitants  of  a  parish  were  held  td 
hate  been  made  competent  by  the  statute ;  but  that  was  a 
question  as  to  boundary,  which  is  specifically  mentioned  in 
the  words  of  the  act.  In  Doe  ▼«  Cockeli  (b),  which  will 
probably  be  relied  upon,  an  ejectment  having  been  brought 
by  parish  ofiicersi  this  Court  held,  that  an  inhabitant  liable 
to  the  poor's  rate  was  a  competent  witness  at  common  law. 
But  in  that  case  the  interest  of  the  inhabitant  arising  out 
of  his  liability  to  costs,  was  not  brought  before  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Court>  and  the  case  was  substantially  decided 
upon  another  ground*  Besidesj  it  did  not  appear  there 
that  the  inhabitants  were  actually  rated.  The  cases  on  the 
other  hand,  shewing  that  the  statute  does  not  apply  to 
questions  of  this  kind,  are  numerous.  In  Rex  v.  Bishops  $ 
Auckland  (c)  rated  inhabitants  were  held  not  to  be  rendered 
competent  witnesses  by  the  statute,  on  an  indictment  for 
the  non-repailr  of  a  highway  $  and  Oxenden  v.  Palmer  {d) 
was  confirmed.  So  in  Tothill  v.  Hooper  (e),  Lord  Denman 
C.J.  held,  that  an  inhabitant  Wfis  not  rendered  a  compe- 
tent witness  by  the  statute,  for  an  overseer  who  was  de- 
fending an  action  on  behalf  of  the  parish.  And  in  some  of 
the  cases  cited  on  the  first  point  it  was  not  even  contended 
that  the  witness  was  rtiiide  competent  by  the  statute  (/). 

Talfourd  Serjt.  and  JR.  V.  Richards,  contri.  Doe  v. 
Cockeli  {b)  is  an  express  authority  for  the  admission  of 
these  witnesses.  The  only  intei-est  which  an  inhabitant 
can  have  in  the  suit  is  with  regard  to  the  rates  and  cesses 

(a)  7B.6sC.  815;  1  Matm.  k  B«.  ace.  in  the  case  at  Nisi  Priijs, 
E.  669,  1  Moo.  &  R.  286. 

(b)  4  Ad.  &  £.  478;  S.C,  6  (d)  2B.&  Ad.  236. 
Carr.  &  P.  595.  (c)  1  Moo.  &  R.  398. 

(c)  1  Ad.  &  £.  744.  See  the  (/)  See  RJwdei  v.  Axntworih,  1 
decisioua  of  BoUamd  and  Aiderson  B.  &  Aid.  87. 
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to  be  made  in  cousequence  of  the  decision,  and  that  inter- 
est is  removed  bj  the  statute.  If  the  decision  can  have  no 
effect  on  the  rates,  then  there  is  no  interest  to  disqaalifj* 
Oxenden  v.  Palmer  (a)  is  a  very  peculiar  case.  The  in- 
terest there  related  not  only  to  the  rates  and  cesses,  but 
to  the  personal  statute  labour  of  each  inhabitant  on  the 
highways.  The  decision  in  Rex  v.  BUhap^$  Auckland  {b) 
will  be  found  on  examination  to  be  of  little  weight  The 
counsel  in  that  case  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  the  rejection 
of  evidence,  and  also  to  arrest  the  judgment;  and  as  he 
succeeded  on  the  latter  ground,  he  did  not  press  the  first 
point,  in  deference  to  an  opinion  expressed  by  one  mem* 
ber  of  the  Court.  On  the  other  hand,  MtrtdUh  v.  Gilpin  (c) 
is  a  well-considered  decision ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  the 
intention  of  the  54  Geo.  3,  c.  170,  was  to  apply  a  remedy 
for  the  whole  evil  that  had  occurred  in  practice.  The 
commencement  of  section  9  isi  thtX  no  inhabitant  or  person 
rated,  or  liable  to  be  rated  to  auy  rates  or  cesses  of  any 
district  &c.,  shall,  before  any  Court  or  person  or  persons 
whatsoever,  be  deemed  to  be,  by  reason  thereof,  an  incom- 
plete witness  for  or  against  such  district,  parish,  &c.  [Li^- 
tledaleJ.  The  legislature  goes  on  to  enumerate  several 
instances,  such  as  an  order  of  removal  and  bastardy  cases, 
in  which  the  only  ground  of  incompetence  arises  from  the 
liability  of  the  party  to  an  increased  rate;  and  it  would 
appear  from  the  specific  enumeration,  that  only  the  cases 
mentioned  were  contemplated.]  The  instances  are  given 
as  examples  of  the  general  principle. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU^ 


liundwf  Doe  d.  Bachelor  and  others  v.  Bowles  and  others. 
June  14/A. 

Seethemai^  XHIS  was  an  ejectment,  brought  at  the  same  assizes  at 

uiepreoediog  Gloucester,  to  recover  premises  situated  at  Cowhoney- 

<^**®«  bourne.     The  defendants  were  the  churchwardens  and 


(a)  9B.&Ad.  2Sa. 
(h)  1  Ad.  &  £.  744. 


(c)  6  Price,  146. 
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overseers  of  that  parisb,  and  od  their  proceeding  to  call         1838. 
rated  inhabitants  for  the  defence,  the  same  objection  was 
taken  as  in  Doe  v.  Adderley;  and  Littledale  J.  having 
rejected  them,  the  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff. 

Maule,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1836,  having  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 

Talfourd  Serjt  and  Godson^  on  June  4th,  in  this  term, 
appeared  to  shew  cause. 

Mauk  and  W.  J.  Alexander,  contri.  Meredith  v.  GiU 
pin  {a),  which  was  decided  soon  after  the  passing  the  54 
Geo*  3,  was  a  well-considered  decision  by  Holroyd  J.  after 
argument  at  Nisi  Prius,  was  confirmed  in  banc,  and  has 
never  been  overruled.  Oxenden  v.  Palmer  {b),  on  the  other 
band,  is  a  very  unsatisfactory  decision,  in  restriction  of  a 
beneficial  statute.  With  reference  to  an  observation  from 
the  bench,  it  is  submitted  that  there  is  nothing  to  restrict 
the  statute  to  the  instances  enumerated.  The  words  at 
the  commencement  of  sect.  9  are  general,  '*  that  no  person 
rated^  or  liable  to  be  rated^  shall  be  deemed  to  be,  by  rea- 
son thereof,  an  incompetent  witness  for  or  against  the 
parish;"  and  then  instances  are  added  ex  ahundanti  cauteld. 
In  Rex  V.  Hayman  (c),  rated  inhabitants  were  held  to  be 
competent  witnesses  to  charge  an  individual  with  the  repair 
of  a  bridge  raiione  tenura:  and  in  Heuderbourck  v.  Lang' 
ston  (d)  Lord  Tenterden  C.J.  held  a  rated  inhabitant  to  be 
competent,  in  an  action  by  the  surveyor  of  highways  against 
his  predecessor  for  penalties.  In  Doe  v.  Cockell{e)  Alder- 
ion  6.  admitted  a  rated  inhabitant  under  the  statute  at  Nisi 
Prius;  and  in  Doed.  Harrison  v.  Murrell^f),  tried  at  the 
Gloucester  Summer  assizes,  1835,  Lord  Abinger  C.B.  ad- 
mitted a  rated  inhabitant  to  prove  the  right  of  the  parish  to 

some  premises  in  question. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

(a)  6  Price,  146.  (d)  1  Moo.  &  M.  409,  d. 

(6)  2  B.  &  Ad.  936.  (e)  6  C.  &  P.  525. 

(c)  1  Moo.  &  M.  401.  (/)  Not  reported. 
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1838.  antef  who  were  at  such  meeting  appointed  trustees  of  Ftdd 

^'-^^'^  8c  Thompson's  estate,  agreed  to  paj  the  plaintiffs  whatever 

and  others  ^^^^  o^*  damages  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  prove 

-   ^'  in  respect  of  their  contracts  against  the  estate  of  Field  & 

BiCKNELL      ,_,,  -  ,  . 

and  another.    Thompson,  supposmg  them  to  have  committed  an  act  of 

bankruptcy,  and  a  fiat  to  have  issued  against  them.  The 
question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  if  ReU 
&  Thompson  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  10th 
May,  18dd|  and  that  they  had  been  duly  declared  bank- 
rupts, the  plaintiffs  would  have  been  entitled  to  prove 
against  their  estate  in  respect  of  the  above  contracts.  If 
they  should  be  entitled  to  make  any  such  proof,  could  they 
prove  for  the  said  sum  of  3472/.  Is.  3d.,  or  what  other  sum. 
Judgment  to  be  entered  accordingly. 

£061115011  argued  the  case  for  the  plaintiffs  in  Easter  term 
last  (a).    The  plaintiffs  would  have  been  entitled  to  prove 
for  d47£/'  under  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy,  being  the  difference 
between  the  contract  and  the  market  price  on  the  day  when 
the  oil  ought  to  have  been  delivered.    The  rule  with  regard 
to  proveable  debts  is,  that  where  a  breach  of  contract  takes 
place  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  the  damages  can  be  ascer- 
tained without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  the  creditor  is 
enabled  to  prove  his  debt  before  the  commissioners :  and 
the  policy  of  the  bankrupt  law  is,  that  where  a  trader  is 
stripped  of  all  his  property,  his  creditors  ought  to  come  in 
and  prove ;  Ex  parte  Groome  (&)•    The  rule,  therefore,  ought 
to  be  construed  liberally.    The  defendants  rely  upon  Boor- 
man  v.  Nash  (c)  to  defeat  the  plaintiffs'  claim ;  but  unless 
that  case  governs  the  present,  the  general  principles  of  the 
bankrupt  law  must  prevail.    Boorman  v.  Nash  (c)  decided, 
that  where  a  contract  to  deliver  oil  on  a  certain  day  was  not 
broken  till  after  the  defendant's  bankruptcy,  his  certificate 
was  no  bar  to  an  action  for  damages  for  non-delivery.    But 

(a)  May  l9t  and  Sd,  before  I/)rd         (4)  1  Atk.  1 15 ;  Whitmanh  on 
DenmanCJ.,  LUtUdale,  Pattesm,      Bank.  198  (ed.  1811). 
and  Coieridge  Js.  (c)  9  B.  &  C.  145. 
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that  does  not  govern  the  present  case,  in  which  the  breach 
occurred  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy:  and  on  another 
point  it  is  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  it  de- 
cided that  the  measure  of  damages  in  such  a  case  is  the 
difference  between  the  contract  price  and  the  market  price 
on  the  day  the  contract  is  broken.  In  Hammond  v.  TouU 
min(a)»  Jshursti.  observed,  'Mhat  where  the  plaintiff's 
demand  rested  in  damages,  and  could  not  be  ascertained 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  it  could  not  be  proved 
under  the  defendant's  commission:  now  here  was  no 
precise  sum  due  to  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of  the  defend- 
ants' bankruptcy."  Boorman  v.  N£uA  (6)  shews  that  a  pre- 
cise sum  was  due  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  it  was  only 
matter  of  calculation  to  ascertain  its  amount.  It  was  once 
considered  that  only  such  claims  were  proveable  before  the 
commissioners  as  indebitatus  assumpsit  would  lie  for ;  but 
that  rule  has  been  long  departed  from,  as  in  cases  on  policies 
of  assurance  and  guarantees.  In  Johnson  v.  SpiUer{c), 
Buller  J.  said,  ^'  It  is  not  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  a 
demand  in  trover  cannot  be  proved  under  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy;  where  the  demand  can  be  liquidated  it  may.'* 
So  though  trespass  is  the  proper  form  of  action  for  mesne 
profits,  if  the  party  chooses  to  waive  the  tort,  he  may  prove 
bis  claim  before  the  commissioners  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion (d).  Indebitatus  assumpsit  also  does  not  lie  to  recover 
stock;.  Nighiingal  v.  Devismeie).  This  case,  therefore, 
is  fully  within  the  principle  of  those  where  it  has  been  de- 
cided that  a  breach  of  contract  to  deliver  stock  on  a  certain 
day  may  be  proved  before  the  commissioners;  Utiersonv. 
Vernon  (/),  Ex  parte  Day  (g),  Ex  parie  King  (A),  Ex  parte 
Campbell  (i),  Parker  v.  Ramsbottom  {k).    In  Bowles  v. 
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(a)  7T.IL61S. 
(6)  9  B.  &  C.  145. 
(c)  1  Dooi(.  168,  n. 
Id)  See  Goodtitle  v.  North,  3 
Doug.  584. 
(e)  5  Burr.  2389. 


(/)  ST.R.539;  S.  C.  41.11.570. 
(g)  7  Vcg.  301. 
(A)  8  Ves.  334. 
(0  16  Ves.  244. 
(k)  3  B.  &C.  257;  S.  C.  5D.& 
R.  138, 
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Rogers  (a),  the  vendor  of  an  estate  was  allowed  to  prove 
for  the  difference  in  price  of  an  estate,  which  was  resold 
after  the  bankruptcy.  There  may  be  great  flucitiations 
in  the  value  of  oil,  but  the  price  on  a  given  day  is 
quite  as  easily  ascertainable  as  that  of  stocks.  Oainsford 
V.  Cartoll  (A)  decided,  that  the  true  measure  of  damages 
for  not  delivering  goods  on  a  certain  day,  is  the  difference 
between  the  contract  price  and  the  price  of  goods  of  a 
similar  quality  about  the  day  on  which  they  ought  to  have 
been  delivered.  That  is  in  conformity  with  the  second 
point  decided  in  Boorman  v.  Nash  (c) ;  and  Leigh  v.  Pater- 
son  {d)  shews,  that  as  the  vendors  had  14  days  for  the  deli- 
very of  the  oily  the  market  price  on  the  last  of  those  days 
must  be  the  measure  of  the  damages.  Startup  v.  Cortazzi  (e) 
decides  the  same  point.  The  case  finds  expressly  thiit  the 
market  price  was  ascertained  on  that  day ;  there  was  no 
occasion,  therefore,  for  a  jury  at  all.  C^ses  may  be  cited 
oti  the  other  side  against  the  proveabillty  of  the  plaintiffs' 
claim,  but  they  are  all  referable  to  two  classes;  1st,  where 
the  breach  has  not  taken  place  before  the  bankruptcy,  as  in 
Ex  parte  Thompson  (/),  Ex  parte  Marshall  (g).  Ex  parte 
The  Lancaster  Canal  Company  (A) ;  and  2d,  where  the  pre- 
cise sum  cannot  be  ascertained  without  the  interventioti  of 
a  jury. 

R^  V.  RichardSf  contr^  It  appears  conceded,  that 
unless  Boorman  v.  Nash  (c)  is  overruled,  the  defendants 
must  have  judgment.  That  is  the  only  case  that  applies  to 
the  present  facts,  and  the  decision  in  it  did  not  turn  upon 
the  fact  of  the  breach  in  the  non^delivery  having  taken  place 
after  the  bankruptcy.  The  measure  of  damages  which  has 
been  brought  forward  cannot  be  applied  by  the  commis- 


(a)  1  Cooke's  B.L.  123. 
lb)  3  B.  &  C.  624  ;  iS.  C.  4  D. 
:  R.  161. 

(c)  9  B.  &  C.  145. 

(d)  8  Taant.  540. 


(0  2  C.  M.  &  R.  165. 
(/)  Mont.  &Bligh,  219. 
(g)  2  Dea.  8c  Ch.  589. 
(h)  t  Mont.  27. 
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sioners  without  a  jury.  The  market  price  of  a  commodity 
may  be  one,  but  it  is  not  the  onTy^  criterion  to  determine 
the  value.  If  in  the  present  case  16,000/.  worth  of  oil  had 
been  brought  into  the  market  on  a  particnlar  day,  do  pur- 
chasers might  have  been  found,  there  might  have  been  no 
price  at  all;  or  so  large  a  quantity  might  have  depreciated 
the  market;  or  the  oil  might  not  have  been  of  the  best  mer- 
chantable quality.  All  these  are  observations  for  the  jury, 
which  the  commissioners  could  not  determine.  Contracts 
for  the  sale  of  stock  are  not  at  all  analogous,  because  stock 
has  almost  as  fixed  a  value  as  money,  is  not  subject  to  the 
fluctuations  of  the  markets,  and  is  always  of  the  same  quality. 
In  Eaf  parte  Campbell  {a)  the  decision  turned  entirely  on 
principles  of  eqoity.  In  the  cases  too  of  contracts  for  Uie 
transfer  of  stock,  bonds  are  given  with  a  penalty,  and  the 
commissioners  lay  hold  of  the  penalty,  and  then  are  enabled 
to  do  justice,  by  permitting  the  parties  to  prove  the  actual 
loss  sustained.  Thus,  in  Ea  parte  Day  (b),  the  Court,  in 
their  judgment,  pointed  out  that  the  penalty  in  the  bond 
was  a  legal  debt,  which  the  Court  would  relieve  against  on 
condition  of  the  stock  being  replaced.  With  regard  to  Batoks 
V.  Rogers  (c),  the  decision  there  turned  upon  the  equitable 
doctrine  of  the  vendor's  lien  on  his  estate.  As  to  insure 
ances,  no  doubt  where  there  is  a  valued  policy  it  is  prove* 
able  before  the  commissioners;  but  when  on  a  marine 
policy  there  is  a  partial  loss,  and  a  dispute  as  to  its  amount, 
there  is  no  instance  of  an  attempt  to  prove  it  before  the 
commissioners.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  effect  of 
6  Oeo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  56,  on  contingent  debts,  for  this  is  not  a 
case  of  a  contingency ;  but  with  regard  to  proof  where  the 
damages  are  unliquidated,  the  general  rule  is  laid  down  in 
Deacon*s  Bank.  L.  284 :  ''  Unliquidated  damages,  though 
arising  on  contract,  cannot  be  proved,  if  there  is  any  uncer- 
tainty in  the  mode  of  estimating  them.*'    And  he  cites  the 
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case  of  Banister  v.  Scoit  (a),  where  the  damages  arose  from 
a  breach  of  contract  in  not  covering  in  some  houses  within 
a  certain  time,  and  for  which  the  amotmt  in  damages  might 
have  been  as  easily  ascertained  as  in  the  present  case,  bat  in 
which  case  there  is  no  pretence  for  sajing  that  the  amount 
is  proveable.  So  in  Hammond  y.  Toulmin  {b%  where  tbe  de* 
fendant  sold  a  ship,  with  a  covenant  for  a  good  title ;  the 
breach  of  contract  took  place  before  the  bankruptcy,  and 
the  amount  of  loss  was  easily  proveable ;  but  the  Court  de- 
cided against  the  claim  as  being  for  unliquidated  damages. 
In  Uitenon  v.  Vernon  (c)  the  Court  held,  that  if  a  bankrupt 
had  contracted,  before  his  bankruptcy,  to  replace  stock, 
without  naming  any  particular  day  for  it,  the  creditor  might 
prove  for  it  under  the  commission ;  but  the  Coiu't  over- 
ruled  their  decision  in  the  following  year;  Utierson  v.  Ver- 
non {d).  Where  there  is  a  covenant  to  indemnify,  surely 
the  amount  payable  is  as  easily  to  be  ascertamed  as  in  the 
present  case;  yet  in  Atwood  v.  Partridge {e),  where  the  de- 
fendant covenanted  for  the  due  payment  by  Robinson  of  a 
premium  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  and  Robinson  failed  to 
pay,  and  the  defendant  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  tbe 
Court  held  that  the  bankruptcy  was  no  bar  to  the  action, 
as  the  damages  were  unliquidated.  In  Taylor  v.  Young  (f), 
Abbot  C.  J.|  after  stating  that  there  were  certain  cases  of 
bonds  with  a  penalty,  in  which  a  value  could  be  put  on  the 
penalty  by  computation,  and  when  it  might  be  proved,  put 
it  to  counsel  '*  whether  there  was  any  case  which  shewed 
that  even  where  there  is  a  penalty,  and  the  nature  of  the 
bond  is  such  that  its  value  cannot  be  ascertained,  the  party 
has  ever  been  allowed  to  prove  under  the  commission?' 
Yaliop  V.  Ebers  (g)  goes  even  further,  for  there  the  defend- 
ant had  covenanted  to  deliver  up  to  the  plaintiff  his  accept- 
ance, or  to  indemnify  him  against  it.  The  defendant  hav- 
ing done  neither,  the  plaintiff  was  sued  on  his  acceptance, 


(a)  6  T.  R.  489. 
(6)  7T.R.619. 

(c)  3T.R.  539. 

(d)  4  T.  R.  520. 


(e)  13  Moore,  431. 
(/)  3B.&Ald.591. 
ig)  1  B.  &  Ad.  698. 
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and  had  to  pay  the  amount;  but  as  he  did  not  pay  till  after        1838. 
the  bankruptcy,  the  Court  held  that  his  claim  was  for  un-      ^"^^ 
liquidated  damages,  and  therefore  was  not  proveable  under     and  others 
the  commission.      In  Forster  v.  Surtees  (a).  Lord  Ellen*     bicmell 
borough  C.  J.  distinguished  between  the  case  of  a  mere   and  another, 
debt  and  a  breach  of  duty  for  which  an  action  would  lie 
to  recover  damages  ultrd  the  debt.     If  the  plaintiff  pro- 
ceeds on  the  tort  for  a  breach  of  duty,  the  certificate  is  no 
bar,  Parker  v.  Norton  {b) ;  even  in  the  case  of  selling  stock, 
where  it  is  admitted  the  damage  might  be  estimated,  Parker 
V.  Crole  (c).    It  is  clear,  therefore,  from  these  cases,  that 
as  the  breach  sounded  in  unliquidated  damages,  and  as 
there  is  no  clear  and  unambiguous  rule  which  the  commis* 
sioners  could  apply,  the  claim  was  not  proveable  under  the 
commission. 

Robinson,  in  reply.  The  authority  of  Boorman  v.  Nash  (d) 
is  not  at  all  disputed.  If  the  breach  does  not  happen  till 
after  the  bankruptcy,  it  is  admitted  that  the  claim  is  not 
proveable,  and  that  disposes  of  a  great  class  of  cases. 
Where  the  breach  does  happen  before  the  bankruptcy, 
then  Viierson  v.  Vernon  (e),  and  the  other  cases  of  stock 
contracts  shew,  that  where  there  is  a  fixed  rule  for  ascer- 
taining the  amount  of  damages,  the  interposition  of  a  jury 
is  unnecessary.  \^Patteson  J.  With  regard  to  those  cases 
on  contracts  to  replace  stock,  were  they  not  all  cases  of 
loans  of  stock?  for  if  so  there  might  have  been  an  option  to 
prove  for  the  amount  of  the  stock  at  the  time  it  was  lent, 
just  as  in  the  case  of  goods  sold  and  not  delivered;  if  the 
buyer  choose  to  prove  under  the  commission  for  the  money 
he  has  actually  paid,  he  may  do  so.]  Ex  parte  Campbell  {/) 
was  not  a  case  of  a  loan  of  stock,  but  on  a  covenant  to  de-^ 
liver  it  on  a  certain  day.  With  regard  to  the  fluctuation  of 
the  markets,  it  is  clear  that  that  occurs  with  regard  to  stock 

(a)  12  East,  605.  (<0  9  U.  &  C.  145. 

(b)  6  T.  R.  695.  (e)  3  T.  R.  539. 

(c)  5  BiDg.  65.  (/)  16  Ves.  244. 
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M  much  as  in  olher  matters.    [Coleridge  J.  The  case  states 
that  the  mariwt  price  was  51/.  per  too,  bat  the  questimi  is, 

and  othsn     would  that  have  been  so  easily  ascertained  before  the  com- 
BicMBLL     "u**^°^>v?    A  case  might  be  stated  to  this  Court  on  the 

and  aaothsr.  wammty  of  a  horse,  and  an  agreement  might  be  come  Co  as 
to  its  value;  but  we  are  to  decide  now  on  the  general  prin- 
ciple, vis.  whether  questions  might  not  arise  before  the 
commissioners  which  would  require  a  jury?]  The  market 
price  of  any  commodity  amy  be  as  easily  ascertained  as  that 
of  stocks.  DeacoH*9  Bank*  L»  £84«  has  been  cited^  to  shew 
that  unliquidated  dasnges  caanot  be  proved;  but  that  is  not 
so ;  for  in  all  cases  on  a  qaanium  mtruU  where  an  easy  rule 
may  be  ap|rfied  they  are  proveable.  As  to  Parker  v.  Nor* 
ton  («)  and  Parker  v*  Croie  {b),  it  was  admitted  in  those 
cases,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had  waived  the  tort  and  gone  upon 
the  contract,  he  might  have  proved  under  the  commission. 
The  aigument  as  lo  the  commissioners  having  bud  boM  of 
the  bomi  in  the  stock  cases,  in  order  to  admit  the  proof,  can- 
not be  sustained;  for  the  dictum  of  Abbot  C.J.  in  Taylor 
v.  Young  (c)  and  The  Chermer$  of  Si.  Martin  v.  Warren  {d^, 
shew  that  if  the  damages  are  contingent,  the  fact  of  there 
being  a  bond  makes  no  diflference.  In  all  the  cases  cited 
on  the  other  side  there  is  not  a  single  instance  where  the 
breach  occurred  before  bankruptcy,  and  a  simple  rule  was 
applicable  to  ascertain  the  damages,  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  the  claim  was  not  proveable.  [Patieson  J.  In  Ex 
parte  Coming  (e)  it  was  held,  that  where  a  contract  to  re- 
place stock  on  a  certain  day  had  been  broken  before  bank* 
ruptcy,  the  proof  might  be  made  in  respect  of  the  contract 
of  loan.  But  if  the  damage  arismg  from  fluctuations  in  the 
market  is  ascertainable,  it  would  not  have  been  necessary 
to  throw  it  back  on  the  loan.  That  principle  may  run 
through  all  the  cases  on  the  subject  in  Chancery.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

{a)  6  T.  R.  695.  ((0  1  B.  &  Aid.  491. 

(6)  5Biiig.63.  (c)  9Ves.  115. 

(c)  3B.&Ald.521. 
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Lord  Dbnm  AN  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment  1838. 
of  tbe  Court. — The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  tb/e  ^^^^ 
difference  between  the  contract  price  of  a  cargo  of  whale  and  othsrs 
oil  of  merchantable  quality,  which  certain  persons  had  Qjcxj||bll 
agreed  to  purchase  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  had  refu9ed  to  aod  another. 
accept,  and  the  market  price  of  the  oil  at  the  time  of  refusal 
can  be  proved  under  a  fiat  of  bankruptcy  issued  against 
those  persons  upon  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  subse- 
quent to  the  refusal.  The  decision  of  Boorman  v.  Nash(a), 
cited  on  the  defendants'  behalf^  is  not  decisive  of  the  present 
case^  because  there  the  breach  did  not  take  place  till  after  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  and  the  commission :  but,  independently 
of  all  authority,  we  must  ioqi^jxis  whether  the  difference  of 
price  before  stated,  which  undoubtedly  is  the  true  measure 
of  the  damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiffs,  was  a  debt  due 
from  the  bankrupts.  In  many  cases  in  Chancery  proof  has 
been  admitted  of  the  value  of  stock  agreed  to  be  transferred 
at  a  given  day;  most  of  them  are  cases  of  loans  of  stock; 
but  there  is  one  instance  of  allowmg  the  value  of  a  sum  of 
stock  to  be  proved  which  was  covenanted  to  be  transferred 
by  a  marriage  settlement.  We  were  strongly  pressed  with 
these  authorities,  as  establishing  the  principle,  that  any 
ri|^t  to  recover  money  or  money's  worth  may  be  treated  as 
a  debt,  when  its  amount  can  be  fixed  by  calculation.  But 
we  think  that  those  cases  must  be  regarded  as  exceptions  to 
the  rule,  which  is,  generally  speaking,  that  no  claim  of 
this  nature  ^hall  be  proveable  as  a  debt  for  which  the  inter- 
vention of  a  jury  is  necessary.  That  it  was  so  here  is 
undeniable,  for  every  one  of  the  data,  which  form  the 
basis  of  the  calcidation,  may  be  denied  and  disputed,  and 
is  the  subject  of  opinion  rather  than  direct  decision  of  facts. 
And  although  the  case  finds  the  quantity  of  the  oil,  and 
that  k  was  of  merchantable  quality,  and  that  customary 
allowances  were  offered  to  be  made,  and  what  was  the 
market  price  of  oil  of  that  quality  at  the  time  of  refusal, 
and  that  such  price  was  in  the  knowledge  of  ail  parties;  yet 
(a)  9  B.  <i  C.  146. 
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it  does  not  find  that  any  seulement  was  made  or  account 
agreed  to  by  the  bankrupts,  nor  any  thmg  which  wovU 
have  precluded  them  from  disputing  eveiy  one  of  those 
facts  before  a  jury;  on  the  contrary,  it  states  that  the  bank- 
and  another,  rupts  positively  refused  to  accept  or  pay  for  the  oil,  and  no 
reason  is  assigned  for  their  so  dobg.  For  these  reasons 
we  are  of  opbion  that  the  sum  claimed  is  not  a  debt,  but 
damages,  and  cannot  be  proved;  therefore  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  defendants,  that  a  ndk  prou^m  be  entered. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Thuridayt  J)oE  d.  MeRCBRON  V,  BrAGG. 

June  tiiL 

A  mortgage      EjECTMENT,  tried  before  Coleridge  J.,  at  the  Middle- 
care  soo/.  and  ^^^  sittings  in  this  term.    The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed 

interest,  with    under  a  deed  of  the  Bth  March,  1825,  whereby  the  premises 
a  proviso  for      ,        .  ^ 

redemption  if   m  dispute  were  mortgaged  to  him  by  the  defendant  for 

ihouTd^re^ST*^  300/.     The  deed,  which  bore  a  3/,  sUmp,  contained  a  pro- 

the  sum  due,    viso  for  re-conveyance,  if  the  mortgagor  should  repay  the 

pay  all  rata     '"™  ^'  3QOL  on  the  8th  March,  1826,  with  5  per  cent. 

and  taxet        interest  in  the  meantime,  without  any  deduction  or  abate- 

which  might  .  -  .  \.  « 

be  imposed  oo  ment  whatsoever,  for  or  by  reason  of  any  taxes,  chains, 

the  premises,    assessments,  cause,  matter  or  thing  whatsoever,  now  or 

nnd  containing  '       ,  . 

a  covenant       hereafter  to  be  imposed  upon  or  payable  in  respect  of  the 

same^effeci  is  P^^^^^^f  ^^  ^^  ^^  principal  sum  of  500/.  or  the  interest, 

properly  or  upon  the  said  Joseph  Merceropi,  his  executors,  adminis- 

stamped  with    ^     ^  .  .  ^  . 

an  ad  valorem  trators  or  assigns,  or  any  other  person  or  persons,  for  or  in 

55  cT'  "a^**^    respect  of  the  same,  by  act  of  parliament  or  otherwise  how- 

c.  184,  and       soever;  and  also  should,  in  the  meantime  and  until  full  pay- 

qi^elheld/    ^^^^^  ^^^  satisfaction  of  the  said  principal  sum  and  interest^ 

stamp  payable  pay  and  satisfy,  or  cause  to  be  paid  and  satisfied,  all  annual 

curing  a  sum    *"^  Other   taxes,  rates,  duties,  assessments,  and  charges 

of  indefinite     whatsoever,  which  from  time  to  time  should  be  payable  for 
amount.  /.  i         .  •  . 

or  m  respect  of  the  said  premises. 
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Then  followed  a  covenant  by  the  mortgagor  for  payment 
of  300/.  and  interest,  and  also  of  all  taxes  and  assessments, 
in  the  terms  of  the  proviso  above  mentioned. 

It  was  objected  that  the  deed  was  insuiBciently  stamped, 
as  the  proviso  and  covenant  for  payment  of  the  taxes  and 
assessments  related  to  an  indefinite  sum,  so  as  to  require  a 
251.  sump,  within  the  55  Oeo.3,  c.  184;  and  Hahe  v. 
Peters  {a)  was  cited.  The  learned  judge  directed  a  non- 
snit,  but  reserved  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Wigkiman,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  having  obtained 
a  rule  nisi. 
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1838. 


Dob 

d. 

Merceron 

Bragg. 


Byles  now  shewed  cause  (a).  An  ad  valorem  stamp,  by  the 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  (Schedule,  part  1,  title  ^'  Mortgage,")  is 
imposed  on  mortgage  deeds, ''  where  the  same  respectively 
shall  be  made  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  any  definite 
and  certain  sum  of  money,  advanced  or  lent  at  the  time,  or 
previously  due  and  owing,  or  forborne  to  be  paid,  being  pay* 
able.  And  where  the  same  respectively  shall  be  made  as  a 
security  for  the  repayment  of  money  to  be  thereafter  lent, 
advanced  or  paid,  or  which  may  become  due  upon  an  ac- 
count current,  together  with  any  sum  already  advanced  or 
due,  or  without,  as  the  case  may  be ;  other  than  and  except 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  be  advanced  for  the  insurance 
of  any  property,  comprised  in  such  mortgage  or  security, 
against  damage  by  fire,  or  to  be  advanced  for  the  insurance 
of  any  life  or  lives,  pursuant  to  any  agreement  in  any  deed, 
whereby  any  annuity  shall  be  granted  for  such  life  or  lives ; 
if  the  total  amount  of  the  money  secured,  or  to  be  ultimately 
recoverable  thereupon,  shall  be  uncertain  and  without  any 
limit/^  the  stamp  imposed  is  25/.  **  But  if  the  total  amount 
of  the  money  secured,  or  to  be  ultimately  recoverable  there- 
upon, shall  be  limited  not  to  exceed  a  given  sum,"  the  same 
duty  as  on  a  mortgage  for  such  limited  sum.     Upon  the 


(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  807. 

(fr;  Juue  IStb,  before  Lord  Den- 


wan  C.  J.,  LUtkdale,   PaUeson, 
and  WiUiamif  Js. 
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1888.       fnce  of  tbiB  deed  the  eiim  to  be  leeured  io  mpect  of  Uie 
^^^^^      ^^^^^  <^d  to>^  is  UDlimiud,  io  that  a  £^.  nUtmp  was 
tf.  Decessary;  for  the  limit  inuat  be  expressed  od  the  face  of 

^'^^^^  tbe  deed;  Halu  y.  Pelers(a).  Id  that  peie  the  premises 
BftAoe.  mortgaged  were  held  on  lives;  and  the  mortgage  deed,  con* 
taining  a  covenaot  for  payment  of  tbe  premium  and  coats  of 
iosurance  upon  a  particular  life  for  seven  years,  vas  held 
to  require  a  26/*  stamp.  There  the  €Osts  of  insurance 
seemed  to  be  merely  a  personal  charge  on  tbe  mortgager; 
but  here  the  amount  of  rates  and  taxes  is  to  be  added  to  Ae 
mortgage  money,  and  charged  upon  tbe  estate,  so  that  the 
present  case  is  much  stronger;  and  the  proviso  and  covnaant 
are  not  only  for  payment  of  taxes  in  respect  of  the  estate, 
but  also  ot  any  collateral  tax  in  respect  of  the  sum  lent 
Dickson  v.  Cass{b)  also,  wbicb  decided  that  a  25/.  stamp  was 
necessary  to  a  bond,  given  to  bankers  to  secure  lOOO/.  to  be 
advanced  in  the  way  of  discount  on  bills,  and  also  their 
charges  for  commission,  is  a  strong  authority  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  shews  that  the  trivial  nature  of  the  charges,  which 
are  left  undefiDed,  is  quite  iqimaterial.  In  Doe  d.  Scruion 
V.  Snaiih  (c),  a  mortgage  deed  for  SOOOl,,  with  interest  and 
aU  expenses  of  the  deed,  was  held  not  to  he  a  securiiy  for 
an  mdefittite  amount ;  but  it  was  a  matter  of  course  for  the 
mortgagor  to  pay  those  expenses,  so  that  the  stipulation 
respecting  them  was  nugatory.  And  in  Doi  d.  Jarman  v. 
Larder  (d),  where  the  25/.  stamp  was  dispensed  witfa,  al- 
though  the  mortgagor  covenanted  to  procure  a  renewal  of 
the  term  mortgaged,  which  was  determinable  on  lives,  and 
there  was  no  limitation  of  the  sum  to  be  paid  for  such  re* 
newal,  the  mortgagee  had  not,  in  caste  of  defiiijdt  in  that 
respect,  any  security  on  the  premises  mortgaged. 


ff,  control.  The  case  of  Doe  d.  Scruton  v. 
$miih{c),  >vhich  was  decided  after  Habe  v.  Pet/srsfjo), 
ought  to  goveiT?  the  present  case.    In  Dickson  v.  Qm  (6), 

(4i)  a  B.  ib  A4.  a07.  (c)  8  Bing.  14«. 

(b)  1  B.  &  Ad.  840.  (d^  8  BLog.  NT.  C.  89. 
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aod  many  other  cases,  the  iadefinite  sum  to  be  secured  by  tsss. 
the  deedi  was  something  over  and  above  the  sum  lent;  and 
in  Halse  v.  PeUrs(ja)  there  was  an  advance  by  the  mort> 
gagee  of  the  sum  necessary  to  effect  a  collateral  object, 
namely,  the  insurance  of  a  life.  Here,  however,  the  object 
of  the  stipulation  relative  to  the  rates  and  taxes  is,  that  the 
mortgagee  may  receive  back  his  money  without  loss  or 
diminution;  and  the  rates  and  taxes  are  not  a  collateral 
matter,  but  are  incidental  to  the  premises  mortgaged. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. — The  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  for  the  insufficiency  of 
stamp  on  a  mortgage  deed,  on  the  authority  of  Halse  v. 
P€itr9{a)^  decided  in  this  Court  in  M.  T.  iSSI.  In  Doe 
d^  S^ruton  v.  SnaUh(b)j  which  was  decided  in  H.  T.  18d£, 
the  Court  of  Cooamon  Pleas  took  a  different  view  of  the 
point,  all  the  four  judges  giving  their  reasons  in  detail  for 
thinking  the  stamp  eufficient.  The  former  case  was  not  at 
tb«t  time  reported,  nor  brought  before  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas:  on  the  other  hand,  a  decision  of  Lord  Tinter^ 
dea,  in  Prueuutg  v.  lag  (c),  on  which  that  Court  mamly 
relied,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  cited  ui  JSabe  v. 
Peters  (a).  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  authority  of  Doe  d. 
Scruton  v.  Snaith{b)  ought  to  prevail. 

The  objection  was,  that  the  mortgage  deed  was  stamped 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  advanced,  and  did  not  cover 
the  amount  of  taxes  and  rates  which  might  be  charged  on 
the  premises,  and  which  the  mortgagor  covenanted  to  pay, 
and  until  payment  of  which  the  proviso  for  redemption  was 
not  to  operate.  This  amount  is  truly  said  to  be  uncertain 
and  without  limit,  and  hence  the  25L  stamp  is  argued  to  be 
necessary  instead  of  the  ad  valorem  stamp.  The  answer  is^ 
that  to  the  amount  of  those  taxes  and  rates  the  mortgagee  is 

(a)  9B.A  Ad.  SOf.  (c)  4  B.  &  AM.  904. 

(6)  8  BiDg.  146. 
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Doi 
d. 

MlRCBAOM 
V. 

Bbaqq. 
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at  all  events  entitled;  that  lie  required  no  stipulation  in 
respect  of  them ;  and  that  the  stamp  is  regulated  by  the 
amount  advanced  or  agreed  to  be  advanced.  This  distinc- 
tion is  made  clear  by  the]  chief  justice's  remarks  in  Doe  d. 
Scruton  v.  SMoith  [a). 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  setting  aside 
the  nonsuit,  and  entering  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffi  must 
be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  8  Bing.  146. 


June  14/A. 

1.  Tenant 
for  life  and 
tenant  in  re- 
mainder of  a 
copyhold  suf- 
fered a  reoo- 


DoE  d.  Jambs  Hinton  Bavbrstock  v.  Rolfb. 


Ejectment  for  lands  in  the  parish  of  Clavering  cum 

Langley,  in  the  county  of  Essex.     At  the  trial  at  Chelms- 

fordy  at  the  Essex  spring  assizes^  1836,  before  Vaughan  J., 

it  appeared  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  certain 

very,  and  de-    freehold  and  copyhold  lands  as  the  heir  of  Mrs.  Jane  Ba- 

dared  uses  on  \^    ^ 

the  surrender,  verstock^  who  died  in  1835.    The  defendant  claimed  under 

rJinnteryco^  one  John  Letch,  who  purchased  the  lands  in  1776.    The 
veyance,  were  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  freehold  was  abandoned :   the  plain- 

apurcbmn*^  ^^^'^  ^^^'^  ^^  ^^®  copyhold  lands  was  as  follows: 

Held,  that  the 

recovery  itself  was  not  therefore  void,  but  that  it  operated  so  as  to  give  them  the  fee 

by  way  of  resulting  use. 

3.  A.f  tenant  for  life  of  a  copyhold,  B.  his  daughter,  who  had  ^vt  children  living, 
being  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  joined  in  a  recovery  in  1778,  and,  in  alleged  pursu- 
ance of  his  marriage  articles,  A,  surrendered  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder 
to  the  use  of  JB.  for  life,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  survivor :  A.  and  B.,  within 
two  or  three  weeks  of  the  surrender,  conveyed  the  fee  to  a  bonft  fide  purchaser.  The 
contingent  remainder  terminated  in  favour  of  B.,  in  lOOS,  and  iu  1835  she  died.  B.'s 
son  thereupon  brought  ejectment  against  the  purchaser,  who  had  been  in  pcissession 
since  1778,  on  the  ground  that  a  contingent  remainder  having  been  created,  it  could 
not  pass  by  the  surrender  of  1778: — Held,  first,  that  as  no  contract  with  A.  appeared 
on  the  face  of  the  transaction,  and  the  settlement  was  not  made  with  a  view  to  the 
interests  of  B.'s  children,  the  Court  would  not  infer  that  a  contract  actually  eiisted  that 
A,  should  join  in  the  recovery,  on  the  consideration  of  having  a  contingent  remainder 
in  the  fee  limited  to  himself,  and  therefore  that  the  uses  were  void,  under  the  27  ElU. 
c.  4,  against  a  bonft  fide  purchaser;  second,  that  as  the  surrender  passed  B/s  life 
estate,  the  claim  to  the  fee  did  not  accrue  till  her  death,  in  1835. 

3.  An  heir,  on  whom  a  contingent  remainder  in  a  copyhold  has  devolved,  may  briug 
^ectment  before  admittance. 
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In   1732  the   Rev.  Francis  Bridge  died  seised  of  the        i8d8. 
copyhold  lands,  leaving  his  two  daughters,  Mary,  wife  of 
Edward  IJinion,  and  Sarah,  wife  of  Philip  Beits,  his  co- 
heiresses. 

The  title  as  to  Mrs.  Hinton^B  moiety  was  as  follows : 

19th  May,  1746.  At  a  court  then  held  for  the  manor  of 
Clavering  cum  Langley,  reciting  that  at  a  court  held  the 
2gth  June,  1732,  Mary,  the  wife  of  Edward  Hinton,  clerk, 
as  one  of  the  daughters  and  coheirs  of  Francis  Bridge, 
clerk,  deceased,  was  admitted,  to  her  and  her  heirs,  to  a 
moiety  of  the  copyholds ;  and  the  said  Edward,  and  Mary 
his  wife,  then  surrendered  the  said  premises  to  the  use  of 
the  said  ilfaiy  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  Edward 
Hinton  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the 
said  Mary  by  Edward  Hinton:  remainder  to  the  use  of  her 
right  heirs  for  ever:  Now  at  this  court  it  was  presented 
that  the  said  Edward  Hinton  and  Mary  his  wife  are  both 
dead,  and  that  Martha  Hinton  is  their  only  child  and  heir; 
whereupon  the  said  Martha  Hinton  was  then  admitted  to 
tbe  said  moiety  to  her  and  the  heirs  of  her  body. 

Ist  August,  1746.  At  a  court  held  this  day  Martha  Hin^' 
^0/1  surrendered,  and  suffered  a  recovery;  and  the  demandant 
surrendered  the  said  moiety  to  the  use  of  the  said  Martha 
Hinton  until  her  marriage^  then  contemplated,  with  John 
Hinton,  clerk,  and  immediately  after  this  marriage  to  the 
use  of  the  said  Martha  Hinton  for  life ;  to  the  use  of  the 
said  John  Hinton  for  life ;  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  the 
said  marriage,  according  to  appointment,  and  in  default 
thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Martha  Hinton  by  the  said  John  Hinton;  with  ultimate 
remainder  to  the  right  heirs  of  the  survivor  of  the  said  John 
and  Martha  Hinton:  whereupon,  at  the  said  court,  Martha 
was  admitted  tenant  of  the  said  moiety,  according  to  the 
said  surrender,  to  hold  to  her  and  her  heirs,  until  the  said 
marriage  should  take  place,  and  immediately  after  the 
solemnization  to  her  use  for  life. 

4th  June,  1762.    At  a  court  then  held,  after  reciting  the 
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1838.        last  idmisBion,  it  was  preiented  that  the  said  marriage  had 

^"^y^^      taken  place,  and  that  the  said  Martha  Hinton  was  dead ; 
Dob 
9.  whereupon  John  Hinion  was  admitted  for  life. 

^^^^*  I6th  May,  1778.   At  a  court  then  held,  reciting  the  two 

last  adniiastonsy  the  said  John  Hinion  informed  the  court 
that  Martha  Hinton,  his  late  wife,  had  not  made  any  limi- 
tation or  appointment  of  the  said  premises,  and  Ibst  she 
had  left  Jane  Hinton  and  Martha  Hinion  (then  infimts)  the 
only  heirs  of  her  body;  and  thflt  the  said  Martha,  the 
daughter,  died  an  infant;  and  that  the  said  Jtme,  his  eldest 
and  then  surtiving  daughter,  was  the  wife  of  Jamei  Baver^ 
stock:  whereupon  the  said  Jahe  Bavers/ocA 'prayed  to  be, 
and  was  admitted  to  this  moiety,  to  hold  from  the  decease 
of  the  said  John  Hinton  to  her  and  the  heirs  of  her  body. 
The  title  as  to  the  other  moiety  was  as  follows : — 
19th  May,  1758.  At  a  court  then  held,  reciting  that  at  a 
court  held  on  the  26th  May,  1740,  it  was  presented,  that 
on  the  1 1th  January  last  past,  Philip  Beits  and  Sarah  his 
wife,  customary  tenants  of  the  manor  aforesaid,  surrendered 
into  the  hands  of  the  lord  all  that  moiety,  &c.,  and  reciting 
that  at  a  court  held  on  the  5rd  June,  17^7,  it  was  pre- 
sented that  the  said  Sarah  Beits  had  been  dead  several 
years,  and  that  the  said  Philip  Beits  had  died  since  the  last 
court;  and  that  the  said  Edward  Hinton,  and  Martf  his 
wife,  were  also  both  dead ;  and  that  Martha,  wife  of  John 
Hinion,  was  their  only  child  and  heir ;  Now  at  that  court 
the  said  Martha  Hinton  was  admitted  tenant  to  the  said 
moiety,  descended  to  her  as  aforesaid,  to  hold  to  her  and 
her  heirs. 

4th  June,  1762.  At  a  court  then  held,  after  reciting  that 
the  said  Martha  Hinton  had  died  seised  of  the  said  moiety, 
and  that  Jane  Hinton  and  Martha  Hinton,  both  infisnts, 
were  her  only  daughters  and  coheirs, — the  custody  of  the 
said  infants,  and  of  the  aforesaid  moiety,  was  granted  to 
John  Hinton,  their  father;  and  thereupon  the  said  Jane 
Hinton  and  Martha  Hinton  were  admitted  tenants  to  the 
said  moiety,  to  hold  one  moiety  thereof  to  the  said  Jane 


Doe 

V, 
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and  her  heirs,  and  the  other  moiety  to  the  said  Martha  and        isss. 
her  heirs. 

7th  July,  1777*  At  a  court  then  held,  reciting  the  death 
of  the  said  Martha  Hinton  under  the  age  of  tKrenty-one  Rolfs. 
years,  and  that  Jane  Baverstock  was  her  only  sister  and  co- 
heir, the  said  Jane  was  thereupon  admitted  to  one  undi- 
tided  fourth  part  (viz.  to  Martha*^  moiety),  to  her  and  her 
heirs. 

lOth  May,  1778.  At  a  court  then  held,  Jamei  Baventock 
and  Jane  his  wife,  (the  said  Jdhe  being  first  separately  ex- 
amined,) in  performance  of  the  covenants  on  the  part  of 
Martha  Hinton,  mother  of  the  said  Jane  Baverstock^  con- 
tained (a)  in  a  certain  indenture  of  release  and  settlement,  of 
dlst  Julyi  1746,  made  between  Martha  Hinton^  then  Mar- 
tha HihtOnf  spinster,  of  the  first  part — the  said  John  Hin- 
ton, clerk,  her  then  intended  husband,  of  the  second  part — 
and  the  Rev.  John  Marjfon  and  the  Rev.  Robert  Eyre,  of 
the  third  part,«^surrendered  the  said  moiety 

To  the  use  of  the  said  John  Hinton,  the  father  of  the 
said  Jane  Baverstock,  for  life ; 

To  the  use  of  the  said  Jane  Baverstock,  the  only  surviving 
issue  of  Martha  Hinton,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body ; 

To  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  John  Hinton  for  ever : 

Whereupon  the  said  John  Hinton  and  Jane  Baverstock 
were  admitted  tenants  to  the  said  surrendered  moiety,  to 
hold  as  aforesaid. 

The  two  moieties  having  now  coalesced,  the  title  was  as 
follows : — 

I6th  May,  1778.  At  a  court  then  held,  it  was  presented 
that  immediately  after  the  last  admission  came  John  Hinton, 
clerk,  and  James  Baverstock,  and  Jane  his  wife,  and  surren- 
dered all  the  said  premises 

To  the  use  of  Joseph  Wofnwell  and  his  heirs,  who  was 
thereupon  admitted,  to  make  him  a  tenant  to  the  prtecipe, 
in  order  that  a  recovery  might  be  suffered ;  to  hold  to  him 
and  his  heirs  for  ever;  and  immediately  afterwards,  at  that 

(a)  See  pan,  65d. 
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1888.        cosrt,  a  vecovery  was  niffewd  agawit  A^miA  JmffhWwamA 
^^^^      weUj  with  ^Bcher  by  Jamn  BanenioA  and  Jmm^M^^ 
«. '         and  Benjamin  8ealey  (the  demandaat)  was  ihcMupaft  admifaie 
^^"-       ted  to  the  SMd  |ireiiiitei;  andatdK  aanwooui*  tfiaaaid- 
Benjamin  Sealey,  Jotepk  Womweli,  Joluh  Skd^mtrJtnes 
Baver$$0ck,  and  Jane  his  wife  (she  being  again  -lariaitrty 
examined)^  surrendered  the  aforesaid  preaiisea,  so  racoiasali  t 
to  the  lord,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Jokn  ffiMfos  and  hiaaip* : 
signs  for  life;  to  the  use  of  Jmme  BaverHock  and  her  assigns - 
for  life;  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  John  Hinim  mi 
Jam  Bat>er$ioekf  and  the  survivor  of  them,  to  the  jise^of 
the  heirs  of  the  survivor ; 

And  the  said  «/biWi  Hintan  and  Jane  3ater$iodst  wir^ 
thereupon  admitted,  aoeording  to  theeflGsct  of  the  last  amw 
render;  and  at  that  same  eourt  the  said  Join  Hinii^m 
pnrsuanee  of  his  covenants  in  an  indenture  of  9tb  CklobsiV 
17^,  between  Jokn  Hinten,  of  the  first  part--^amfs  Sor^ 
veniock,  of  the  second  part — and  Charles  Blachione  anA 
Thomae  Baoenioek,  of  the  third  part,— being  the  marriage 
settiement  of  Jane  Hinioth^  the  daughter  of  thfe  said  Jokn . 
JEliMf oil,  with  the  said  James  Batwsiochf  and  alsQ  the  said 
James  Baversiock  tod^  Jims/his -wife,,  surrendered  inle  the 
bands  of  the.  lord  ob«  undtvidsd.  moiety  tof  all  the  premises ; 

To  the  ttse  of  the  aaid  Ckarlks  Bh^hione  a(Bd  Tkomf 
Baverstaek/miruBt  S6r  the  use  ottbeBBiiJames^BflVfu;^, 
stock  for  life^  in  Crust  for  the.  tise  of  the  Sfud  JoMe  Baversiock 
for  life,  in  trust  ibr  ihe  use.  of  Thomae  Baversiock  (e]/lss);, 
sen  of  James  Bavehieck;  by  J^ne  bis  wife),  JToAn  James, 
Baverstock^  JaneBaverModcr  Ma^  Baverstock,  and  Fra^fe^, 
Bavevsiook,  and  all  eueh  other  children  of  the  said  Jane^xk^. 
wife  of  the  said  James  Baverfiiockf  by  the  said  Jqmes  B^ 
veretoeks  in  auoh  shares  as  the  saiul  James  mdJane^B^ifpXj 
stock  should  appoint;  and  in  default  of  sach  4pp9i<^kQ|vQfij»t 

In  tnist  for  the  use  of  the  said  children  in«tail.mi^^H9ti(l^ 
ultimate  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  said  Jane  Baversiock 
for  ever;  '*'  ^*'^ 

With  power  to  the  said  Charles.- Blacksloap  fffi^ill^g^^ 
Baversiock  to  sell  all  the  afoiesaid  moiety,  and  to.jbyxf^jljer 
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Iwds  of  c^ml  ftlve,  to  be  hM  subject  to  the  same  uses; 
and  tbemipoDy  at  that  court,  the  said  Charles  Blacksione 
and  l%mm$  Baveniock  were  admitted  to  the  said  moiety, 
aceofdiBg  to  the  terms  of  the  last-mentioned  surreoder. 

The  defendant's  title  was  as  follows : 

30th  and  Slst  July,  1746.  By  indentures  of  lease  and 
release^  made  between  Martha  Hinton  of  the  first  part, 
(maternal  grandmother  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff^)  the 
Re?.  John  Hinton  of  the  second  part,  and  trustees  of  the 
thud  part;  after  reciting  a  marriage  about  to  take  place 
between  the  said  Martha  Hinton  and  John  Hinton,  the  said 
Martha  Hinton  conveyed  to  the  trustees  certain  freeholds, 
to  the  use  of  John  Hinton  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of 
Martha  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  such  child  of  the 
mairiage  as  Martha  should  appoint ;  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the  heirs  of  Martha  Hinton  by  John  Hinton  ;  remainder 
to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  survivor  of  the  said  John  and 
Martha  Hinton;  and 

She  further  covenanted  to  surrender  that  moiety  of  the 
copyhold  which  she  had  in  possession  (a),  and  also  her 
remainder,  expectant  on  the  decease  of  Philip  Bettt,  in  the 
other  moiety,  to  the  same  uses  as  the  freeholds. 

9th  October,  1769.  An  indenture,  made  between  John 
Hinion  of  the  first  part,  Jame$  Baverstock  of  the  second 
part,  and  Charla  Blackstone  and  Thomas  Baverstock  (as 
trustees),  of  the  third  part ;  after  reciting  that  the  interest 
in  the  copyhold  premises,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  John 
Hinton,  had  become  vested  in  Jane  Hinton  and  Martha 
Hinton^nnd  that  a  marriage  was  then  contemplated  between 
the  said  Jane  Hinton  and  James  Baverstock,  and  that  John 
Hinton  had  agreed  to  surrender  all  his  interest  in  a  moiety 
of  the  said  copyholds,  unto  the  said  trustees  in  trust,  the 
said  John  Hi$Uon  then  covenanted  that  he  would,  within  six 
mondis  after  the  said  Jane  Hinton  should  arrive  at  the  age 

(«)  See  the  lurrendsr  of  one  Ba9erttoek,  of  the  other  moiety, 

moletjr  accordingly,  ente,  049,  and  ante,  653. 
the  suneader  by  lierdaa|^ter,Mn. 

VOI^  111.  u  V 
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of  twenty^one,  convej  unto  the  aaid  trustees  (inter  alia)  a 
moiety  of  the  said  copyhold  lands  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Jmnei  Baverstoch  for  life;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the 
said  Jane  Hinton  for  life;  remainder  to  the  use  of  auch 
child  or  children  of  the  aaid  Jeiie  HiHton,  by  Jama  Bavtr- 
stock,  as  the  survivor  of  them  should  appoint;  and  in  de» 
fault  thereof,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  Jane  Hinton  hj  James 
Baverstockf  with  ultimate  remainder  to  her  own  right  heirs. 
This  deed  contained  a  proviso  that  the  trustees,  on  the 
request  of  the  said  James  Baventoeh  and  Jane  his  wife, 
might  sell  or  exchange  the  settled  lands  for  others  of  equal 
value. 

29  and  30  May,  1778.  By  indenture  of  lease  and  release, 
the  release  made  between  John  Hinton  of  the  first  par^ 
James  Baverstoci  and  Jane  his  wife  of  the  second  part, 
Charles  Blaekstone  and  Thomas  Baverstock  of  the  third 
part,  and  Benjamin  Sealey  of  the  fourth  part,  reeiting  the 
said  articles  of  Qth  October,  1769;  and  that  the  marriage 
therein  contemplated  had  taken  place,  and  that  there  were 
two  sons  and  three  daughters  of  this  marriage  then  living, 
and  that  no  settlement  had  been  made  in  pursuaqce  of  the 
covenants  therein  contained:  it  was  witnessed,  that  the  said 
John  Hinton,  in  pursuance  of  his  covenant  for  settling  the 
said  moiety  (inter  alia),  conveyed  the  same  to  the  said  tru8« 
tees,  and  for  barring,  destroying,  and  extinguishing  all  estates 
tail  8cc.,  a  fine  (as  to  the  freehold)  was  levied;  and  reciting, 
that  at  a  court  held  on  the  l6th  May  then  instant,  John 
Hinton,  in  pursuance  of  the  covenants  in  the  said  articles 
contained,  and  said  James  Baverstock  and  Jane  his  wife, 
surrendered  the  copyhold  premises,  held  of  the  said  manor, 
(a  good  and  perfect  recovery  of  the  entirety  of  the  said  copy* 
hold  premises  having  been  previously  suffered  at  the  same 
court,)  to  the  use  of  the  said  trustees  in  trust;  viz»  to  the 
use  of  James  Baverstock  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use.  of 
Jane  Baverstock  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  five 
children  then  alive,  and  other  children  to  be  bom,  as  ihey 
should  appoint,  and  in  default  thereofj  to  T/iomas  leaver- 
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sioek,  the  eldest  son  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  second  and  1338. 
other  sons  successively  in  tail,  with  uhimate  remainder  to 
the  right  heirs  of  Jane  BaverstocJc.  This  settlement  also 
Contained  a  proviso  and  power  for  the  trustees,  on  the 
request  of  James  and  Jane  Baventock,  to  sell  any  part  of 
the  settlcfd  la^ds,  and  to  lay  out  the  proceeds  on  lands  of 
equal  value,  and  that  the  said  John  Hinton,  James  Saver' 
stock,  Charles  Blackstone,  and  Thomas  Baverstock,  might  at 
any  time  revoke  the  uses  then  created,  and  create  others. 

1  and  2  June,  177B(a)*  By  indenture  of  lease  and  release 
of  this  date,  the  above-mentioned  settlement  was  recited, 
and  also  that  it  had  been  thought  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
James  Baverstock  and  Jane  his  wife,  and  their  issue,  to  sell 
the  said  moiety  of  freehold  and  copyhold  lands  so  vested 
in  the  said  trustees,  and  that  the  said  John  Hinton  and 
James  Baverstock  had  agreed  w*ith  John  Letch  for  the  sale 
to  him  of  the  said  moiety  so  vested  in  the  trustees  as  afore- 
said, and  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  premises,  to  which 
John  Hinton  was  entitled  for  life,  for  the  sum  of  2020/., 
and  that  James  Baverstock,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  carry 
said  agreement  into  execution,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  con* 
dition  in  the  said  settlement  contained,  for  assuring  Unto 
the  said  trustees  other  premises  of  equal  value  with  the 
lands  settled,  proposed  to  convey  to  them  the  premises 
thereinafter  mentioned  (being  of  superior  value  to  the  settled 
lands).  The  deed  then  conveyed  certain  estates  at  Alton, 
in  Hants,  to  the  trustees,  to  the  same  uses  as  those  con* 
tained  in  the  settlement  of  1778. 

24th  and  25th  June,  1778.  By  indentures  of  lease  and  re- 
lease, made  between  John  Hinton  of  the  first  part,  James 
Baverstock  and  Jane  his  wife  of  the  second  part,  Charles 
Btackstone  and  Thomas  Baverstock  of  the  third  part,  Ben- 
jamin Sealey  of  the  fourth  part,  and  John  Letch  of  the  fifth 
part;  reciting  the  indentures  of  30th  and  31  st  July,  1746, 
of  the  29th  and  30th  May,  1778,  and  of  the  1st  and  2d 

{a)  Xbis  deed  was  not  put  in      referred  to  in  the  orgnment  in  this 
evidence  at  the  trial,  hot  it  was      Court. 

U  u  2 


Dob 
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June,  1778y  and  reciting  tliat,  in  pftrt  perrdrmandfe  of  Ifi^ 
said  bgreementy  the  said  J^mto  Bnventack  tind' Jttitlf  bis 
wife  did,  on  the  20th  oF  May  last,  surrendBr'  the  eofyjlioM 
^^"-  helct  of  the  manor  of  Curies  (a),  it  was  irvkneflsed,  that  in 
ft^rther  performance  of  said  agreement,  and  in  considenitiiMi 
ot  iomi^  paid  by  the  said  John  Ltieh  for  the  eifttirety  nX 
the  said  freehold  and  copyhold  premises,  the  tsnA  trtisfaes, 
and  James  Baverstock  and  Jane  his  wife,  bargained,  sbldi 
graitted  &c.  one  moiety  of  freehold  premises  8cc.»  and  the 
said  James  BaverUock  covenanted  that  the  said  trustMs,  at 
the  next  court  day  of  the  manor  of  Cia?ering,  sboiilil  rat- 
render  all  that  moiety  of  the  said  copyholds  held  of  the  said 
manor,  and  that  John  Hinton  and  James  Baoerstoeh  and 
Jane  his  wife,  would  surrender  all  the  otifer  moiety  of  the 
said  copyhold,  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Letchi  hit  heirs 
or  assigns. 

27th  June,  1778.  At  a  conrt  then  held  for  the  manor  of 
Clavering,  Charles  Blackstone  and  Thomas  BaverUock  tor- 
rendered  one  moiety  of  the  said  cbpyhoM,  and  Jitmes  Saver^ 
stock  and  Jane  his  wife  i*eleased  to  John  Letch  m  fee,  asid 
John  Hinton  and  James  and  Jane  Baverstock  surrendered 
the  other  moiety  to  John  Letch  in  fee. 

6th  July,  177B.  At  a  court  held  this  day,  John  Letch  was 
admitted  to  both  moieties  in  fee. 

The  execution  of  the  deeds  of  e9th  and  SOth  May,  1778, 
1st  and  2d  June,  1778,  and  24lh  and  2dth  June,  1778,  was 
attested  by  the  same  witnesses. 

John  Hinton  died  in  1802,  and  Mrs.  Jane  ^Baverstdck 
having  survived  her  husband,  died  in  1835,  intestate.  JoAm 
Letch,  and  the  parties  under  whom  the  defendant  claitiiM, 
had  been  in  possession  since  1 778. 

It  was  contended  at  the  trial  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaiAtiif, 
that  as  by  the  recovery  and  subsequent  admitst6n  of  tile 
l6th  May,  1773,  the  property  was  surrendered  to.tbe  use 
oiJohn  Hinton  for  life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  JemtBrnoOr- 


(a)  This  was  also  land  which  the  plaintiff  laid  claim  to,  but  subse- 
quently abandoned. 
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9tQch  for  lifj9|.  remaindejr  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  sur-  isss. 
vivor  of  them,  ^  contingeut  refnaioder  was  created,  which 
4lM\jcpii]d  not  pass  1^  th^. subsequent  surrender  to  Letch; 
Ibat  ,lbe*coiiUng«ncy  having  terminated  in  favour  of  Mrs. 
JBawfr4ifKkt  in  160£j  as. the  surrender  was  valid  to, pass  her 
lifeeatateif  on  her  death,  in  1835,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
whfO  was  her  son,  became  entitled  to  the.  estate  as  heir. 

It  was  ^pntended  for  the  defenc|ant,  first,  that  on  the  whole 
of  the  deeds  of  May  and  June,  1778,  it  was  clearly  not  the 
intention  of  tbe  parties  to  create  a  contingent  remainder, 
l^t  to  piBs  tlie  fee  as  they  bad  power  to  do;  second,  that 
iti^e  u)Ks  creat(9d  on  the  surrender  of  May,  1 778,  were  volun- 
tary, and  therefore  void  as  against  a  boni  fide  purchaser,  on 
the  87  JEIU*  c.4f  third,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiflf,  not 
bjiKing  been  admitted,  could  not  recover,  for  that  he  took 
as  a  purchaser,  and  not  as  heir;  fourth,  that  the  contingency 
having  determined  in  1802,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ap- 
plied, as  the  possession  since  that  tim^  had  been  adverse. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jyry  to  find  in  favour  of 
the  plaintiff,  giving  tbe  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit. 

Spankie  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  1SS6,  having  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  fpr  a  nonauit, 

Thwgor,  PlaitpMuiC.  i2.  Turner,  shewed  cause  against 
this  rule,  in  Michadmas  term  last(a)«     I*. As  a  contingent  First  point: 
remainder  was  created  by  the  pses  declared  on  the  surrender  ^^^Jl^^^ 
of  l6th  May,  1778,  which  it  is  clear  could  not  pass  by  the  the  copyholds 
subsequent  surrender  to  Letch,  p.r  by  estoppel;  Doe  v.  the'intention' 
Timhms{b),  Doe  v,  Wilsan{c),  GoodtUle  v.  Morse{dy,  it  is  ^^'^^^'^ 
quite  immaterial  whether  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  caDnotpreTsil. 
.pass  a  fee  or  not.   If  the  contingent  remainder  were  created 
.l^y  a  m^qtake.of  the  parties,  it  is  a  mistake  in  law,  which 

'     (a)  Ndv.  IT  and  Nov.  18,  before         (b)  1 1  East,  185. 
Lonf 'DtaMMon  C.  J.,   P«(reMR,         (c)  4  B<  &  Aid.  308<  . 
Williams  and  Coleridge  Js.  (d)  3  T.  R.  365. 
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1838.  neither  this  Court  nor  Equity  can  rectify,  as  fell  knowledge 
of  the  circumstances  was  had  on  all  sides;  JBUbie  v.  Lum- 
l^{u),  BrUbane  v.  Dacre*  {b),  Worrall  v.  Jacob  («>  But 
there  is  no  evidence  on  the  face  of  the  deeds,  that  the  crea- 
tion of  the  contingent  remainder  was  at  all  eontraiy  to  the 
itite$Ci4i  of  the  parties. 
Second  point :  II.  It  is  howefer  said,  that  the  uses  created  by  the  sur* 
SdemS'*  render  of  Idth  May,  1778,  are  fraudulent  against  Zeici, 

may  be  impli-  under  27  EUz*  c.  4,  as  being  a  voluntary  settlement.     But 

edt  the  Court     i»  j»  .i*  •••..i 

will  not  treat  a  ^"^^ ''  ^^^  ^^>  ^^^  ^"  lookmg  at  the  situation  of  the  parties 

family  settle-    in  May,  1778,  a  valid  consideration  for  the  joinder  of  ell 

ment  as  void 

against  a  pur-  p<trties  m  the  surrender  existed.     At  that  time  John  Hinton 

chaser.  ^^^  tenant  for  life  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  copyhold  pre- 

mises, with  remainder  to  his  daughter  Jane  Baversiock  in 
tail,  with  remainder  to  his  own  heirs,  and  Mrs.  Baversiock 
was  tenant  in  fee  of  the  otho*  moiety  by  descent.  An 
the  object  of  the  parties  was  to  suffer  a  recovery,  in  order 
to  bar  the  estates  tail,  the  concurrence  of  John  HuUon  was 
necessary;  and  as  on  the  surrender  he  was  to  take  an  estate 
in  fee,  contingent  on  the  event  of  his  surviving  his  daughter, 
Mrs*  Baversiock,  these  two  facts  formed  a  good  consideratioo 
for  the  surrender  of  each  party  respectively.  By  the  marriage 
articles  also,  of  October,  1769,  John  Hinton  had  covenanted 
to  settle  a  moiety  of  the  copyholds  on  Mrs.  Baver$iock,vand 
the  surrender  of  May  16,  1778,  states  that  John  HuUon  did 
then,  in  pursuance  of  his  covenant, .  surrender  the  said 
moiety  to  the  trustees  of  his  daughter.  The  recovery, 
therefore,  was  suffered  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  effect 
the  antenuptial  articles  of  October,  1769,  and  a  settlement 
was  accordingly  made  in  1778.  Settlements  of  this  nature, 
the  Courts  are  always  astute  to  support,  and  the  cases  shew 
that  Jolm  Hinton  had  sufficient  consideration  for  joining  ia 
the  conveyance.    Thus  in  Scot  v.  Bell{d),  where  a  married 

(a)  3  East,  469.  (c)  S  Mer.  265. 

ib)  5  Taunt.  U3.  {d)  %  Lev.  70. 
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womaft  johiiNl  in  a  fine  to  destroy  the  settlement  made  on  i833. 
her  before  marriage,  and  on  the  same  day  another  settle- 
ment was  made  upon  her,  by  ilvhich  she  took  lands  of  mneh 
greater  Tahie,  it  was  held  that  the  Court  would  intend  that 
she  only  consented  to  bar  her  old  settlement  on  the  con^ 
sideration  of  a  new  settlement  being  made  upon  her,  and 
therefore  that  the  conveyance  was  not  voluntary,  and  void 
against  a  purchaser.  So  in  Myddkton  v.  Lord  Kenyan  (a), 
it  was  held  that  the  joinder  of  the  son  with  his  father  to 
charge  the  settled  estates  was  a  valid  consideration.  Osgood 
V.  Strode  (b)  completely  illustrates  the  position,  that  where 
the  concurrence  of  a  party  is  necessary  in  a  settlement,  good 
consideration  may  be  presumed  from  the  fact  of  his  joining  in 
the  deed.  There,  the  father  and  the  son  had  each  an  rateresrt 
in  the  estate,  and  by  articles  prior  to  the  son's  marriage,  they 
covenanted  to  settle  the  lands  on  the  son  for  life,  remainder 
to  the  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  issue  male  of  the  mar- 
riage, remainder  to  the  nephew  of  the  father  in  fee;  and  on 
its  being  contended  that  there  was  no  consideration  to  sup- 
port the  limitation  to  the  nephew,  who  was  a  stranger  to 
the  marriage.  Lord  Macclesfield  C.  held  that  he  would  pre- 
sume a  stipulation  by  the  father  that  the  estate  should  be 
so  limited,  before  he  would  join  in  the  settlement.  JRde  v. 
Miiion  (c)  is  a  still  stronger  case.  There  the  mother  having 
a  settlement  upon  the  whole  of  her  son  John  fftmerion^n 
lands,  on  his  marriage  consented  to  part  with  her  security 
oti  the  whole,  and  to  take  instead  a  security  on  part  of  the 
lands;  and  in  the  marriage  settlement  thereupon  drawn  up, 
the  lands  were  settled  to  the  use  of  the  son  for  life,  remain*- 
der  to  his  sons  in  tail  male  successively,  remainder  to  his 
brother  Thomas  Hamerton  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  the 
daughters  of  John  Hamerion  in  tail,  remainder  to  John 
Hamert0H  in  fee^  It  was  objected  that  there  was  no  con* 
sideration  to  support  the  limitation  to  the  brother,  but  the 

(a)  3  Vim.  jun.  410.  dleton  v.  Lord  Kenjfon,  8  Ves.  jun. 

lb)  2  P.  Wms.  S4d.  410, 

(c)  3  Wils.  ^56,  Cited  in  Afyrf- 
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1938.        Qourt  be)d,,tbi|  the  mother  mutt  be  pree^mfid  to.htve 
.  j/9JLoq<i  in  the  settlement  only  on  the  conBideretiein  of  .-the 
.estate  being;  limited  to  her  aecond  son  ThomaspQu  the  Aiilpre 
.  in  tail  n^Ie  of  the  issue  of  her  son  t/o&«.    Hill  v.  BMop 
^£serer(a)  is  also  a  distinct  authority,  that  the  givin^up 
my  jrigl^  is.  a  valuable  consideration  to  support  a  ^wvey- 
apce^p  and  that  a  pecuniary  consideration  is  not  requiiiMi. 
Iffurm  v^  WUsmar€{b)  is  also  an  authority  to  sliew  the  ten- 
..denqy  pf  the  Courts  to  presume  a  good  comadefation  Cor  a 
fi^^y  settlement.     In  this  case,  therefore,  the  Couiit  will 
priefiame  that  Johfi  HhUon  agreed  to  give  up  bis  ealaAelbr 
life,  for  the  <;hance  of  getting  the  estate  to  himself  in  fee. 
Third  point.         .II,L.  With  regard  to  the  non*admission  of  the  ksaor  of 
^tbe  plaintiff,  it  is  clearly  not  necessaryi  as  he  was  the  remain- 
,  d.er^man,  aud  therefore  the  admittance  of  the  tenant  for  life 
Yi,^B  sufficient ; .  JPAgfpevs  v.  Eburn  (c).    [SpankU  Serjt.  inti- 
mated th^jt  it  was  not  intended  to  rely  upon  this  point*] 
Fourth  point.   .    I)V.  As  to  the  point  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  via.  that 
,  the .  eootiqgiency  having  determined  in  Mrs.  Bavenlgek's 
.  favour,  in  \Jti09,  her  right  of  entry  accrued  then,  it  is  con- 
clM^fi^d  l^y.Doc  v«  WiUonid). , 


Second  point.  ,  SpanfcU  .^^fjli.,  Channdl,  and  Tomlw^im^  conuL-^The 
gene^-al  proposition  is  not  disputed,  that  a  settleiBent  made 
in  consideration  of  marriage,  is  not  to  be  considered  as 
voluntary;  but  even  then  the  limitations  can  only  be  upheld 
with  regard  to  the  husband,  wife,  and  issue,  and  are  void  as 
to  remainders  t|9  pollateral  relations  on  a  subsequent  aale  to 
a  bonft  fide  purchaser;  Johnson  v.  Legard{e),  Clayton  v. 
Wilton  (/.)•    The  caeea  may  even  be  thought  to  have  gone 


(a)  a  Tannt.  60. 

(6)  8  T.  B.  521. 

(c)  3  Bing.  N.  C  S50.  Sea 
also  Church  v.  Mun^^  U  Ves. 
jon.  496. 

(cO  4  B.  &  Aid.  303. 

(«)  6  M.  &  S.  60.    This  case 


was  revaned  by  tbe  Lord  Chancel- 
lor oB  iba  ctrcdmstaaess  ef  the 
case^  but  not  as  to  the  )Mriaal|de  in 
the  toll,  1  TianDv  &  Bjw^  «6h 

(/)  6  M.ft&07aMl8ati  V. 
&P.lS4^0lhHL 
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*  'IM  fcr  on 'die  V7  Ehz*^.  4  (a),  but  tbey  aH  eoilcur  in  fffat^w-        1838. 
log  tbift  ft  pttrrbuser  is  not  to  be  affected  by  a  conv^ya'tke, 

*'4i6Mrd¥6r  pvofyefi  and  otherwise  onobjectic^bl^;  if'mdde 
.  iriUioiit   vriid  considenitlon  ;   Humbertm  v.   Ifowgilib), 

•  Pulvtrtofi  V.  PHlv€rt0ft[c),  Buckk  v.  MttclitlttjSt),  GdtxU 
'  ngki  %.  MoM^if).  The  cases  in  ivhicb  a  good  ^onaideMion 
'  has-been  heM  to  eiist  to  take  conveyances  with  KmitatStynsy 
'  ilxtending'  beyond  the  marriage,  oai  of  the  statute  of  Etha" 

'  beih,  may  be  divided  into  three  classes: — )st,  where  the 
conaideration  is  money  only,  or  something  equivalent'  to 
money ;  Snd,  where  marriage  is  the  consideratiott^  but  not 
Ae  whole;  drd,  where  the  concurrence  of  parties  has  been 

'  requisite,  bnt  marriage  is  not  a  part  of  the  consideration. 
Under  the  first  class  fall  the  cases  of  Nunn  v.  Wiknttfrt  {/), 
where  a  sum  of  money  M-as  the  consideration,  and  Hill  v. 
The  Bishop  of  Exeter  (g),  where  a  legal  right  was  relin- 
qaished,  which,  as  was  observed  by  the  Coutt,  the  other 

'  party  might  have  reasonably  given  money  for.  In  the 
second  class  of  cases,  a  marriage  forms  part  of'  the  con- 
sideration, but  other  circumstanees  are  found  to  concur. 
Hoe  v.  Mittoti{h)  is  an  instance  of  this.  The  marriage 
alone  there  would  not  have  been  a  sufficient  consideration 
'for  the  limitation  to  the  nephew;  bbt  Witmoi  C.  J.  held, 
that  tfae  mother  n^ust  be  presumed  to  havis  given  her  consent 
to  nake  the  alteration  m  her  jointure,  only  upon  the  con- 
dition of  the  estate  being  limited  to  her  ybnnger  sons  in 
preference  to  the  daughters  of  the  marriage  of-  her  elder 
8M.    In  Pulveriofi  v.  Ptthertoji  (c),  where  marriage  only 

(#>  6ae  the  tlaboiate  judgpieot  Mr.  AiAerU^t  note  (m)  in  his  edi- 

of  Lord  EUenborough  C.  J.  in  Doe  tion  of  Shep.  Touch.  63,  8th  ed. 
▼.  Mannings  9  East,  59,  where  the         (6)  Hob.  73. 
eaato  ara  ieviawed,  and  the  con-         (c)  18  Ves.  84. 
4t|»ciiMofa7JBIif.e.a,ispointed         (d)  18  Ves.  100. 
4ml>.ilhac  a  Tolnntaiy  conveyance         (e)  3  W.  Bl.  1019. 
ia  fivodalepi-  wkUn  the  terms  of        (/)  8  T.  R.  521. 
/  t)i0r9Uit|ite^aod«Did  agunitapar-         (g)  8  Taunt  69. 
chaser  even  iddinetiaa.  See  also         (A)  2  Wils.  $66: 


662  CAS£8  IN  TH£  QUEEN's  B£NCH^ 

1B36.        was  the  consid^mtioa^  the  settleinent^  whidi  wm  made  after 
the  marriage,  was  held  to  be  rotantary.    In  ike  third  cbaa 
of  casei,  marriage  does  not  form  part  of  the  oonsideralion ; 
but  the  conseot  of  the  party  bang  neceasary,  the  Courts  have 
beU  that  it  would  imply  a  consideration.     Thus,  in  Se9i  v. 
BtU{u\  where  the  wife  gave  up  her  settlemant,  the  Court 
held^  that  it  was  on  the  condition  that  she  was  to  have  a 
new  settlement.    The  case  of  Osgood  v.  Strode  (&)  would 
also  fall  within  this  class^  but  it  is  not  a  decision  in  whicii 
a  bon&  fide  purchaser  is  concerned  at  all.     It  is  to  be  ob- 
served,  however,  that  the  consideration  which  the  Court  has 
presumed  in  all  these  cases  is  a  reasonable  one,  and  one 
wbichi  no  doubt,  existed  in  all  the  cases  impliedly  at  least,  if 
not  in  terms.     The  argument  for  the  lessor  of  the  plamtiff 
would  bring  his  case  within  the  second  class,  where  mar- 
riage formed  the  consideration,  but  not  the  whole.    But 
what  an  improbable  contract  the  Court  is  called  upon  to 
presume  i   That  John  Hintom  having  an  estate  for  life,  re* 
mainder  in  tail  to  his  daughter  Jane,  should  give  up  bis  life 
estate  for  the  chance  of  getting  an  estate  in  fee,  in  the  event 
of  his  surviving  his  daughter ;  and  that  his  daughter  Jme 
and  her  husband,  having  five  children  living  at  the  lime, 
should  give  up  their  estate  tail  to  the  fether  in  fee,  by  which 
they  might  deprive  their  own  children  of  the  estate^    No 
trace  of  such  contract  appears  on  the  deeds,  and  it  ia  quite 
clear  that  no  such  improvident  bargain  ever  could  have  been 
contemplated.     The  object  of  the  parties  to  all  these  deeds 
of  177B,  is  quite  evident.  John  Hinton,  and  James  and./ctrte 
Baveniock,  suffered  a  recovery  in  May,  1778,  for  the  very 
purpose  of  barring  estates  tail,  and  of  making  a  settlement 
in  pursuance  of  the  covenants  of  John  Hinton,  in  1 769,  and 
of  Martha  Hinton^s  covenant  in  1746,  and  also  for  carrying 
into  effect  the  agreement  with  John  Letch  for  the  sale  of  the 
copyhold  property,  as  appears  by  tlie  deeds  of  June,  1778. 
The  creation  of  the  contingent  remainder,  which  defeated 
the  manifest  object  they  had|  viz.  to  alienatCi  could  not 

(a)  2  Lev.  TO.  (6)  2  P.  Wms.  245. 


TRINITY  TERM,  1  VICT,  663 

ibevefore  have  proceeded  frtim  any  fixed  plan  or  coatract,  1698. 
but  was  a  mere  blunder.  No  other  consideration  appears 
on  tbe  surrender,  creatbg  ifae  contingent  remainder ;  the 
whole  conveyance^  therefore,  is  void  against  a  bon&  fide  pun* 
chaaen  The  several  deeds  of  May  and  June^  177B,  which 
wefe  all  within  a  few  days  of  another,  and  were  att^ed  by 
the  same  witnesses,  must  be  loohed  at  together,  as  they  all 
form  one  assurance;  Doe  v.  Whitehead  {a),  Selwjfu  v»  Sel^ 
wgn  (/#)*  Roe  v,  GnffiU  (c).  On  inspection  of  these  deeds^ 
the  nature  of  the  transaction  evidently  appears,  vis.  that  the 
recovery  of  the  l6th  of  May,  177B,  was  suffered^  in  order 
to  enable  tbe  parties  to  alienate,  and  that  an  agreement  had 
been  made  by  the  trustees  to  sell  part  of  the  settled  lands 
to  Leteh,  in  order  to  purchase  others  of  greater  valne  at 
Alton. 

Cur,  ade.  vult. 

The  Court,  on  a  subsequent  day,  pointed  out  to  tbe 
counsel  in  the  cause,  that  if  the  recovery  and  the  uses  de* 
dared  upon  it  were  void  as  a  voluntary  conveyance/  the 
estate  tail  of  Jane  Baventock  would  then  be  in  existence, 
and  would  prevent  the  conveyance  of  a  good  title  to  Letch; 
and  they  desired  to  hear  a  further  argument  upon  the  point, 
whether,  on  the  uses  being  declared  to  be  void,  the  recovery 
could  stand.  The  case  came  on  for  argument  in  Easter 
term  last(iO- 

C.  R.  Turner,  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff ^^-*If  the  uses  Fifth  point : 

of  the  surrender  of  May,  1778,  be  void  as  a  voluntary  Hmi-  ^*^®|^^^|!jred 

tation,  the  recovery  which  was  sufFered  is  also  void,  for  tbe  on  a  recovery 

recovery  and  the  surrender  to  uses  is  all  one  transaction :  this  ^J^^i  ^  ^nr- 

was  distinctly  stated  by  Gould  J.  in  Stevens  v.  Winning  (e),  chaser,  the  re- 

cover"  ***  ""** 
with  respect  to  a  fine  and  the  deed  to  lead  its  uses.  That  be-  ^i^q. 

ing  so,  the  lessor  of  tbe  plaintiflf  is  entitled  to  recover,  for  the 

(a)  2  Burr.  710.  man  C.  J.,  Patieson  and  Coleridgt 

(6)  2f  Burr.  1131.  Js. 

(c)  4  Burr.  1953.  («)  3  WiU.  819. 

(d)  May  4>  before  Lord  Jkn- 


covery  is  void 
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id38.        MUrte  tliil  of  his  mother  not  hairisg  been'lMltved/  bs  amm 

"^^^      i«,  In  tht  entte  tttiK    In  Fitzjnmu  v.  M«yf(a)>>tlie  Ooort 

9.  held,  (bat  a  deed  to  lead  the  uses  of  a  recovery  aoieited  b^ 

^^^       die  tenant  in  tail  was  void,  but  they  did  not  dedafetfloy 

new  uses  npon  it.    If  it  is  contended  that,  if  a  itte  msattt 

froiA  the  recovery  suffered,  different  from  that  dedared  by 

the  partSeSy  recourse  must  be  bad  to  a  Court  of  fifui^* 

Spankie  Seijt.,  contri. — Admitting  that  the  recovery  ind 
Fifth  poinu  surrender  to  uses  form  one  conveyance,  the  illegality  of  tftc 
uses  does  not  avoid  the  recovery.  Numerous  cases  shew  tbaf, 
where  a  deed  contains  legal  and  illegal  covenants,  the  hr^wiH 
distinguish  between  the  two,and  support  that  part  of  thod^A 
whieh  is  legal,  Sbepp.  Touch .  70, 8th  ed. ;  P^oi*9€ase  (6).  i* 
Winchcotnbe  v.  The  Bishop  of  Winchester  (e),  wher*  Hobaft 
C.  J.  was  giving  instances  in  support  of  this  proposition,  he 
cited  as  the  commonest  cases  '*  those  where  the  same  thbg 
may  be  void  as  to  one  person,  and  not  void  as  to  another,  and 
that  commonly  runs  upon  this  distinction,  though  it  be  made 
void  against  some  person  and  for  some  purpose,  yet  it  ts'ever 
good  agafaist  the  party  himself  that  made  it  (d%  as  are  the 
cases  of  fraudulent  conveyances  and  aKenatfons  of  w^mren 
tenants  in  dower  or  jointresses,  as  upon  the  statute  of  11 
Hen.  7  (e).**  There  are  many  other  cases  to  tile  ssfmc  tStct, 
Grt^mtmd  v.  The  Bishop  rf Exeter  (/),  Dot  r.Pbchkftig). 
In  Fitzjames  v.  Moi/s{a)i  no  question  was  mMe  that  thte 
recovery  was  void  m  toto.  The  recovery  then  ^dng  good, 
although  the  uses  are  void,  the  uses  result  in  law  to  those  Wbo 
suffer  the  recovery;  per  Lee  C.  J.  in  Martin  v.StraehffHifs). 
1  Inst.  M  a ;  Gilbert^s  Uses, by  Sugd.  1  Id;  Com.  Dig,  U^es, 
(D.  2) ;  1  Prest.  Conv.  1D4.    Mr.  Preston  stated,  that  oo 

(a)  1  Sid.  133,  to  IViyaei'  case,  3  Rep.  99  b. 

(6)  n  Rep.  26  b.  (0    Citing    Bro.  Abr,  Entre 

(c)  Hob.  165.  congeablc,14.          .    ,.,  ^      / 

y)  See  as  to  this,  Smith  v.  Gar-  {/)  5  Taunt.  7^7^,    ! '   '  *  i  '.^ 

U^  2  Mcr.  US;  Johmon  v.  £c*  (g)  6  Taunt.  34i9..* .  .\      /! 

gard^  3  Madd.  283 ;  and  the  cases  (A)  5  T.  R.  ip7,  n.,  '  .^j  '^ '  ^  ^ , 

collected  in  Mr.  TAomas't  note  (r) 
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ft>m»tiery'  MflBered  by  a  tenaAt  in  tail  he  lakes,. back  ao        lese. 
ealeU  irifee  by  feaulting  use;  and.  he  qitea  an  opinipn  of     ^^^^ 
Mr.  FemtK  that,  where  the  recovery  b  suffered  by  the  «. 

toDaDl  in  tail  with  the  concurrence  of  the  preceding  tenajpA  ^^''' 
fUrlife,  the  fee  veals  in  the  tenant  in  tail,  subjea  to  Uie,u^ 
Tesollingio  Ibe  tenant  for  life.  Where  the  uses  «re  ^oifj*  if 
is  like  declaring  an  impossible  use,  in  which  ca«e  the  f:er 
covery  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  person  suffering  it ; 
Vin.  Abr.  Uses,  (E  a)  pi.  4;  <Y  a)  3.  These  authorities 
ahew  thnt  John  Hinton  and  Mrs.  J3at;^s/oc^  acquired  the 
fee  by  the  recovery  they  suffered,  and  therefore  they  were 
Mabled  to  convey  the  legal  estate  to  John  Leich  (a).  ThM 
being  tbecasei  the  Court  will  follow  the  course  of  decisions 
Aom  the  earliest  timesi,  BurrtVs  cast  {b\  in  giving  effect  %o 
the  fll7.  Eiiz.  c.  4,  in  favour  of  a  bon&  fide  purchaser. 

Cur.  adv»  vvlU 

I«ord  DeiNMAN  C.  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment 
of  the  Court : — This  was  an  ejectment  to  recover  ce^in 
copyhold  preuuses  in  the  cpun^  of  Essex.  The  lesspr  of 
the  .plaintiff  claimed  as  heir  at  law  of  Mrs.  Jofie  Jiaptrstock. 
The  defendant  held  under  JohnLetch^  who  had  purchased 
the  premises  many  yeai:s  ago.  A. verdict  wae  found  for  the 
let sqr  pf  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty  tp  ^loye  to  enter  j^  not^ 
»uit«  A  rule  nisi  to  that  effect  having  been  obtained^  the^cais|e 
w<^  argued  in  Michaelmas  term  last^  when  the  facts  ap- 
pjBiared  to  be^as.  follows  :-t-Qp  the  Sgth  June,  1732^  Mnry 
Hinffith,  the  wife  of  Edmard  Hifiton,  was  admitted  to  a 
moifty  ef  the  premises  in  fee,  as  oo-heiress  of  her  father* 
Hrq^isis  Bridge,  which  moiety,  and  ontbe^  same  day,  she  and 

(a)  ^e  Bore  v.  D'uf,  1  Sid.  25,  seisin,)  the  uses  would  have  ra- 
pt. 7,  in  which  the  uses  declared  suited  for  another  purpose. 
by  a  deed  of  feoffment  were  hefd         (6)  6  Rep.  72  a.  See  the  cases 
to  be  void ;  but  it  wa^  resolved  that  collected  fn  3\vyitei'  aue, '  3  Rep. 
if  the  deed  had  been  valid  (which  212,  ed.  of  Tktmfxt  and  FtfrjttOf . 
it  was  not  for  want  of  livery  of 
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183a  her  husband  surrendered  to  the  use  of  Mmr^  Hifdmi  for 
life;  remainder  to  the  use  of  Edward  Hinion  for  lift;  re^ 
naainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  Mafy  Uinton 
by  Edward  Hinion ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs 
of  Mary  Hinion.  On  the  IQth  May,  1746,  Martha  Him- 
ton,  the  only  child  of  Edward  and  Mary  (they  being  both 
dead)  was  admitted  to  this  moiety  as  tenant  in  tail.  On 
Ist  August,  1746,  Martha  Hinion  surrenderedi  in  order 
that  a  recovery  might  be  sufferedi  which  was  done,  sod 
the  moiety  afterwards  surrendered  and  settled  to  the  use  off 
Martha  Hinion  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  her  'm^ 
tended  husband,  John  Hinion,  for  life ;  remainder  to  the 
use  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  according  to  appoint- 
ment ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
Martha  Hinion  by  John  Hinion ;  remainder  to  the  use  of 
the  right  heirs  of  the  survivor  of  John  and  Martha  Hinion, 
in  fee.  On  the  4th  June,  1762,  John  Hinion  was  admitted 
tenant  for  life,  on  the  death  of  his  wife.  On  the  16th  May, 
1778,  Jane  Baver$iockf  the  wife  of  Jamei  Baeentoek,  and 
the  only  surviving  child  of  John  and  Martha  Hinion^  (her 
sister  Martha  having  died  an  infant  unmarried,)  was  admit* 
ted  tenant  iu  tail  in  remainder.  This  moiety  then  stood 
settled  to  John  Hinion  for  life;  remainder  to  Jane  Baver* 
stock  in  tail ;  remainder  to  John  Hinion  in  fce,  for  the  con- 
tingency of  survivorship  between  him  and  his  wife  had  hap«- 
pened  in  his  fevour.  The  other  moiety,  on  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Sarah  Betie  (who  was  the  sister  of  Mary  Hinion,  and 
co«heiress  of  Francis  Bridge^)  and  her  husband,  descended 
to  Martha  Hinion,  who  was  admitted  in  fee  19th  Maj, 
17d8.  She,  by  her  marriage  settlement  in  1746,  cove- 
nanted to  settle  this  moiety  in  the  same  way  as  the  other 
was  settled,  but  died  without  doing  so.  After  her  deaths 
on  4th  June,  1762,  her  daughters,  Jane  and  Martha,  were 
admitted  each  to  a  fourth  in  fee.  On  7th  July,  1777,  on 
the  death  of  Martha,  Jane  Baversiock,  her  sister,  was  ad- 
mitted to  her  share.  On  l6th  May,  1773,  Jane  Baverstodc, 
in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  in  her  mother's  settlement. 
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surrendered  the  wlu)le  moiety  to  the  use  of  her  fftthar,        isss. 
John  Hifitou,  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  her,  Jane      ^^^v^"^^ 
Bavensiockt  in  tail ;  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  v. 

John  Hinion  for  ever ;  whereby  this  moiety,  as  well  as  the  H4>lpb. 
other,  became  settled  in  John  Hinion  for  life ;  remainder 
to  Jane  Bavirsiock  in  tail ;  remainder  to  John  Hinion  in 
fee.  On  the  same  day,  John  Hinion  and  Jane  Bavtniock 
surrendered  the  entirety  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a 
recovery,  which  was  accordingly  suffered,  and  the  pre- 
mises surrendered  to  the  use  of  John  Hinion  for  life ;  re* 
mainder  to  Jane  Bafoerstock  for  life ;  remainder  to  the  heirs 
of  the  survivor.  On  the  same  day  John  HiMon^  In  per« 
formanoe  of  his  covenant  in  his  daughter's  marriage  settle*- 
nient,  dated  October  Qth,  1769*  and  Janie$  Baveniock  and 
Jane  his  wife,  surrendered  a  moiety  of  the  premises  to  the 
use  of  the  trustees  of  that  settlement,  Charles  Blachione 
and  Thomas  Baversiock,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust  for 
James  Baverstock  for  life ;  remainder  to  Jam  Baversioek 
for  life;  remainder  to  Thotnas  Baverstockj  their  eldest 
child,  and  four  others  by  name,  as  James  and  Jane  should 
appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  to  Tkomasy  the 
eldest,  in  tail;  remainder  to  James  the  second  in  tail; 
remainder  to  the  third  and  fourth  and  other  sons ;  remainder 
to  the  daughters  in  tail ;  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  Jane  Baver^ 
siock  for  ever,  with  a  power  to  the  trustees,  at  the  request 
of  James  and  Jane,  to  sell  the  moiety  and  invest  the  pro- 
ceeds in  other  estates  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses,  and 
with  a  power  to  John  Hinion,  James  Baverstock^  and  the 
trustees  unanimously,  to  alter  or  make  void  all  the  uses, 
and  to  create  new  and  other  uses.  On  the  6th  July,  1778, 
Jolm  Hinton,  James  Baversiock,  and  Jane  his  wife,  sur- 
rendered one  moiety  to  John  Leich  in  fee.  And  the  trus- 
tees,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  James  Baverstock 
and  Jane  his  wife,  testified  by  their  joining  in  the  surren- 
der, surrendered  the  other  moiety  to  John  Letch  in  fee. 
This  was  a  bon&  fide  purchase  by  John  Leich  for  an  ade- 
quate consideration^  and  the  possession  has  gone  along  with 
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1838.        it  ever  since.    John  Hinton,  the  fadier  of  Mn.  BavenioA, 

""-^"^^      died  in  1 802.    Jane  Baventock  died  in  1 835.     It  was  coo- 
Doe 
v.  tended  bj  the  defendant,  Rrst,  That  the  lessor  of  the 

^^'^       plaintiff  had  never  been  admitted ;  but  this  point  was  given 

up  on  the  argument,  it  being  clear  that  he  claimed  as  heir. 

Secondly,  That  the  Sutute  of  Limitations  applies ;  but  it 

is  plain  that  Mrs.  Baventock's  life  interest,  at  all  events. 

passed  to  the  defendant,  she,  therefore,  could  never  enter, 

and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  of  entry  till  her 

death.     Thirdly,  That  the  contingent  remainder  created 

by  the  settlement  of  16  May,  1778,  was  void  as  against  a 

bon&  fide  purchaser,  being  a  voluntary  conveyance.      It 

First  point,  seems  most  probable,  that  the  parties  in  the  surr^der  to 
Letch  acted  under  a  mistaken  supposition  that  the  conUngent 
remainder  would  pass  to  him.  I1ie  cases,  however,  of 
Doe  V.  Tomkim{a),  and  Doe  v.  Wilionib\  shew  that  it 
would  not;  but  even  if  such  a  mistake  was  made,  the 
Court  has  no  power  to  remedy  it;  and  inasmuch  as  Mrs. 
Baversiock  did  not,  after  the  fee  had  vested  in  her  by 
survivorship,  on  the  death  of  her  father,  make  any  further 
surrender  of  the  premises,  it  seems  clear  that,  if  the  uses  of 
that  surrender  to  Mr.  Hinion  for  life,  remamder  to  Mrs. 
Baverstock  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  survivor, 
are  held  valid,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  must  be  entitled  to 

Second  point,  recover.  On  the  other  hand,  if  those  uses,  and  the  reco* 
very  under  which  they  are  declared,  be  held  void  under  the 
sUtute  27  Eliz.c.  4,  as  against  a  purchaser,  then  the  surrender 
to  Letch  must  be  treated  as  made  by  tenant  for  life,  tenant 
in  tail  in  remainder,  and  tenant  in  fee  in  remainder.  Neither 
that  surrender  nor  any  subsequent  one  barred  the  estate  tail  of 
Mrs.  Baverstock,  therefore  Letch  took  only  for  the  Kves  of 
Mr.  Hinton  and  Mrs.  Baverstock,  and  the  lessor  of  tfce 
plaintiff,  as  issne  in  tail,  n  entitled  to  recover.  If  ibis  view 
of  the  case  be  correct,  the  only  mode  by  which  the  defend^ 
ant  can  succeed  is,  by  satisfying  the  Court  that  the  reco-' 

(a)  11  East,  186.  (^)  4  B.  &  A.  303.  .    ' 
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veijy ^uif<^r^  b;  ;^r.  Zfin/o^  sod  Mm.  Bav^rstock  is  valid,.       isaa. 
so  as  to  bar  jher  estfite  tailp  though  th^  usey  declared  uppn      ^^T^^^>1 
it  are  ^oid  as  a,  voluntary  settlement;  in  which  case, an  use         ^^ 
W9^I4  re9\iU  to  Mrs*^  BaverUock  in  fee,  as  for  want  of  any        Rolfe. 
d^qliira^oii  of  uses,  those  declarations  being  held  void.  The 
Cqurt  iiad  some  doubt  as  to  this  last  point,  and  in  couse-^ 
quence  directed  a  second  argument,   uppn  which   we   are 
satisfiedi  on  reference  to  the  cases  cited,  particularly  that  of 
tityc^mfis  V.  Moyt  (a),  that  such  use  would  result  (6).    The  ' 
sifigle  question  therefore   i»,    whether  the  contingent  .re- 
mainder be  void  under  statute  27  Eliz.  c.  4*     Many  cases 
w^re  cited  upon  the  argument,  most  of  which  will  be  found 
collected  in  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Legard  (c).    On  the  one 
hand  it  is  said  that,  as  the  limitations  of  the  estate  could  not, 
be  changed  without  the  consent  of  all  parties,  the  joining  of 
those  parties,  namely,  Mr.  Hintan  and  Mrs.  Baverstock^  is, 
itself  a  sufficient  consideration  to  prevent  the  new  si^Ule- 
menl  from  being  voluntary.     On  the  other  hand  it  is  argued, 
that  such  joinder  is  not  in  itself  sufficient,  unless  the  term^ 
of  joining  be  matter  of  contract  and  bargain,  and  for  this 
point   Goodright  v.  Moses (d)  was  cited;  also,  18  Ves.  92, 
Pulvprtofi  V,  Puherto/i:  and   in  the  same  volume,  100, 
Buckle  V.  Mitchell,     It  is  further  argued,  that  no  contract 
tppeara  iq  this  case,  either  upon  the  face  of  the  (documents 
or  in  any  other  manner,  nor  is  any  valuable  consideration 
n^oessarily  implied  from  the  circumstances;  and  that  the 
plain  object  of  the  parties  was  to  effectuate  a  valid  sale  of 
the  premises.     It  is. difficult  to  reconcile  all  the  cases  upon 
this  subject,  or  rather  to  extract  from  then)  any  clear  prin- 
cifile  fpr  our  guidance.     The  inclination  of  the  Courts  ap- 
pf^rs  to  have  been  always  to  support  a  fair  settlement  in 
fi^r.Qur  of  the   persons  intended  to   be   benefited  by  that 

'f<r>  1  ffiderfh,  139.  both  af  diem  «r&.roid^  and  th^  uie. 

4^)i4«tf..4lti  iModrs,  197y    pU  r^iaUs  to  tba  wife  and  herUeirs, 

34J(;.^y/ip.,^^r..29S,  |^1.  6.    If  See  also  Beckwitfi*&  case,  2  Rep. 

husband    and    wife,  [on  sufFeriitg  5G  b.  5d  a.   ' 

a  recovery  of  )niids,o(  t|ie  wife,  (r)  6  M.  &  S.  60. 

make  separate  declarations  of  uses,  {(f)  2  Bl.  1019.      ' 

VOL.  HI.  X  X 
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seUleroent^  and  to  trett  nearly  any  considera^D  as  saiBcieiit 
for  that  purpose.  That  incluiation,  however,  cannot  ope- 
rate on  the  present  occasion,  inasmuch  as  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  is  clearly  not  one  of  the  persons  intended  to  be 
benefited.  Upon  the  whole,  we  are  of  opmion  that  the 
uses  declared  upon  the  recovery  in  question  were  volan- 
tary  and  void  withm  the  statute  of  JEliz.,  as  against  pur- 
chasers, no  sufficient  consideration  having  been  shewn  to 
us,  and  the  more  so  as  we  cannot  but  see  that  the  plaio 
intention,  both  of  Mr.  Hinton  and  Mrs.  Baverstocip  was,  to 
sell  the  premises,  and  that  the  different  surrenders  were 
made  under  the  supposition  of  their  being  necessaiy  in 
order  effectually  to  make  that  sale.  The  rule  for  a  nonsuit 
must  therefore  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


Thuridw,  Sewercbop  V.  Day  and  others. 

June  14th, 

1.  Where  ad-  ThE  declaration  stated,  in  the  first  count,  that  the  plain- 

with  the  will     ^^i  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  effects  which 
annexed  is 
granted  to  a 
person  as  the 
attorney  of 
and  for  the 
benefit  of  the 
executor,  such 
person  repre- 
sents the  tes- 


were  of  Hubert  Fox,  deceased,  at  the  time  of  his  death  left 
unadministered  by  Owen  Keman,  who  in  his  life-time  was 
executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Fox,  and 
who  proved  the  same  in  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canter- 
bury, by  Allan  MacdonaU,  his  certain  attorney  in  that 


tator  during  the  life  of  the  executor,  or  until  be  take  out  probate. 

S.  PiaintifF  declared  as  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  of  F.)  of  the  ^oods  left 
unadministered  by  X.,  the  exccutori  who  wns  alleged  to  have  proved  the  will  by  his 
attorney,  to  whom  administration  with  the  will  amiexed  was  granted  for  the  benefit  of 
K.9  which  K,f  since  deceased,  left  H.  his  executor,  whereupon  administration  with  the 
will  of  F,  annexed  was  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  benefit  of  H.;  and  stated  in 
the  hrst  count,  that  defrndants  were  indebted  to  X.,  as  executor  as  aforesaid,  for  in- 
terest of  money  forborne  by  him  ns  such  executor,  and  promised  him  as  such  executor; 
and  in  the  second  count,  that  defendants  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  as  such  admi- 
nistrator for  interest,  &c.,  and  promised  him  as  such  administrator : — Held,  that  the 
first  count  was  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment,  as  K,  never  was  executor,  and  the  promise  of 
the  defendants  was  in  law  to  his  attorney,  to  whom  administration  was  granted;  but 
that  this  grant  was  ipso  facto  at  an  end  on  the  death  of  K.,  and  consequently  tlie  sub- 
sequent grant  to  the  plaintiff  good,  who  was  entitled  to  recover,  under  tne  second 
count,  such  interest  only  as  accrued  after  the  grant  to  him. 
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behalf,  to  whom  the  said  Court  granted  letters  of  adinini§- 
tration  with  the  will  of  Fox  annexed  (for  the  ba^efU  ofth$ 
said  KertianJ,  which  said  Kernan,  now  deceased,  by  bis 
last  will  appointed  J.  Macdotcell  and  J.  H.  HewKngt  eie* 
cutors  thereof;  which  said  Macdaweli  has  since  departed 
this  life;  whereupon,  upon  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff,  ad- 
ministration with  the  will  annexed  of  the  said  JPov  was 
granted  to  the  plaintiff /or  the  benefit  o/Heudings,  until  he 
should  legally  apply  for  and  obtain  probate  of  the  will  of 
Kemany  deceased,  (which  said  Kernan  in  his  life-time  was 
the  executor  of  the  said  Fox,  and  duly  proved  the  said 
will  of  the  said  ^ox  as  aforesaid,)  complained  of  the  de- 
fendants; for  that  whereas  the  defendants,  after  the  death 
of  the  said  Fox,  and  in  the  life-thpe  of  the  said  Kernan,  to 
wit,  on  the  10th  day  of  August,  1831,  were  indebted  to  the 
said  Kernan  as  executor  as  aforesaid  in  500/.,  for  interest, 
for  the  forbearance  by  the  said  Kernan  as  executor  as 
aforesaid  to  the  defendants,  and  at  their  request,  of  monies 
owing  from  the  defendants  to  the  said  Kernan  as  executor 
as  aforesaid,  and  had  promised  8cc.  the  said  Kernan  to 
pay  him  the  said  sum  of  money  on  request:  yet  the  defend- 
ants had  disregarded  their  promises  8cc.,  and  had  not  paid 
the  said  sum  to  the  said  Kernan  in  his  life-time,  or  the 
plaintiff,  administrator  as  aforesaid,  since  the  death  of  the 
said  Kernan,  Second  count,  that  the  defendants,  on  the 
10th  day  of  March,  1834,  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  as 
administrator  as  aforesaid,  in  500L  for  interest,  for  the  for- 
bearance by  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  at 
the  defendants'  request,  of  monies  owing  from  the  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  and  in 
500/.  for  money  found  to  be  due  from  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiff  as  administrator  as  aforesaid,  on  an  account  stated 
between  them,  alleging  a  promise  to  the  plaintiff  as  admi- 
nistrator as  aforesaid. 

Profert  of  grant  of  administration  to  the  said  Allan 
Macdonald^  the  attorney  of  the  said  Kernan^  with  the  will 
of  the  said  Fox  annexed,  as  also  of  the  letters  of  adminis- 
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tni^ooi  after  tbe  death  of  the  said  Kemafi,  to  pUitiUflT  as 

V,  Pleas  to  the  firsi  count: — 1.  That  Kidman  did  not  prove 

andoihtn.  ^^  ^^''  ^^ ^^'  ''^^  ^^  ^^^  contrary  thereof*  that  after  the 
de^th  of  Fox,  to  wit,  on  the  ^7th  December,  18S0,  adoii* 
nistration  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  effects  of  Fox  was 
l^rant^d  to  Macdonald,  and  that  thereby  Macdonald  became 
the  representative  of  Fox,  and  so  remained  until  and  at  the 
lime  of  the  death  of  Kernw,  absque  hoc*  that  the  defend- 
tnts  were  indebted  to  Kernan  as  executor  as  aforesaid^  in 
manner  and  form  8cc.  £•  That  defendants  did  not  pro- 
wise  Kernan  as  executor  as  aforesaid^  in  manner  and  form, 
&c.  To  the  second  count,  that  they  did  not  promise  the 
plaintiff  as  administrator  as  aforesaid.  Issue  on  those 
pleas. , 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  at  Guildhall,  at 
the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term,  1836,  the  following  facts 
appeared.  In  May,  1830,  Fox  died  in  the  West  Indies, 
leaving  Keman,  who  was  also  out  of  this  country,  his  exe- 
cutor* Kernan  did  not  prove  the  will  personally,  but  in 
December,  1830^  administration  with  the  will  annexed 
was  grantedi  in  the  Prerogative  Court,  to  Macdonald  for 
the  benefit  of  Kernan.  In  August,  1831,  Ktrnan  died, 
leaving  Macdowelf  and  Uewlingf  his  executors.  Macdtnodl 
afterwards  diedy  and  on  the  £8th  November,  1833,  admi- 
nistration with  the  will  aimexed  of  i^oj,  was  granted  to  the 
plaintiff,  until  Hewlings  should  prove  the  will.  At  the 
time  o{  Fox^s  death  the  defendants  were  indebted  to  him 
in  a  principal  sum,  on  which  interest  was  payable.  In 
August,  1831,  they  paid  off  part  of  the  principal  by 
honouring  a  draft  drawn  by  Kernan  as  executor,  to  whom 
also,  iu  the  same  capacity,  they  by  letter  admitted  their 
liability  for  the  balance.  In  December,  1833,  the  balance 
of  principal  was  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  but  tlie  interest  was 
not  paid.  On  the  11th  August,  1831,  when  Kernan  died, 
about  1(25/.  was  due  for  interest,  which  was  claimed  on  the 
first  count;  and  in  December,  1833,  a  further  sum  of  204/. 
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bud  become  due,  M^bich  was  claimed  on  the  otber  count. 
It  was  objected,  tbat  as  Kernan  had  not  proved  the  Will,    ^^^'^^  n 
he  Was  not  executor,  so  as  to  sustain  the  first  count  for  v. 

forbearance  by  him;  and  that  as  the  administration  to MaC"  ^nd  others 
donaid,  who  was  still  living,  had  not  been  revoked,  he  was 
the  legal  representative  of  Fox,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  so 
that  the  second  count  in  the  declaration  could  not  be  sus^ 
tained ;  and  that  even  if  it  were  not  necessary,  that  the  ad- 
ministration to  Macdonald  should  be  revoked,  the  plaintiff 
could  only  recover  for  so  much  interest  as  had  accrued 
since  the  administration  granted  to  himself.  A  verdict 
was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  entire  claim,  with  leave 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  or  to  reduce 
the  damages  on  the  second  count. 

In  the  following  Hilary  term  Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  ob* 
tained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  to 
arrest  the  judgment,  or  to  reduce  the  damages. 

Plati  and  Pelersdofff,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (a), 
shewed  cause.  It  is  stated  that  the  action  catmot  be  main- 
tained, because  the  forbearance  to  the  defendants  has  been 
given  by  Macdonald,  to  whom  the  letters  of  admitiistratxon 
were  granted,  and  not  by  either  Kernan  or  Sewercr^p, 
Macdonald,  however,  has  no  right  of  action,  for  adminis- 
tration was  granted  to  him  as  Ketnan^s  uttorney]  on  the 
death,  therefore,  of  his  principal,  his  functions  were  at  ati 
end.  Thus,  where  an  executor  is  abroad,  and  administra* 
tion  is  granted,  durante  absentia,  to  his  attorney,  the  admi- 
nistration granted  to  the  attorney  at  once  determines  on 
the  return  of  the  executor  to  this  country,  and  no  revoca- 
tion is  necessary;  In  the  goods  of  Cassidy(b).  Taynton  v. 
Hannayif)  does  not  militate  against  this  doctrine,  as  it 
was  a  case  under  the  38  Geo.  3,  c.  87»  which  applies  only 
where  the  executor  has  gone  abroad  after  probate  granted* 

(a)   Friday,  June  8tli,    before  {h)  4  Hagg.  360. 

Lord  Dentnan  C.  J.,   Liitledale,  (r)  3  Boa.  &  Pul.  26. 

Faltesait  aAd  Wmms  Js. 
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18S8.        Therefore  both  counts  in  the  declaration  were  auataioed  at 

v^^n,^^      ^^  ^^*    ^y^^  proof  of  interest  due  for  forbearance  during 
Sewercrop 

0.  Kema${i  life  supports  the  first  count,  for  he  bad  a  right  to 

sfid^thers.  ''^^^^'^  ^^  ^"^^^  ^  release  a  debt,  without  taking  out  pro- 
bate ;  and  the  proof  of  interest  due  for  forbearance  since 
KtmavCi  death,  supports  the  second  counU  There  is  no 
objection  to  laying  the  promise  in  the  first  count  to  have 
been  made  to  Keman;  Hirst  v.  Smitk{a);  and  the  action 
for  the  whole  interest  is  properly  brought  by  the  (riaintiff 
as  administrator  de  bonis  non  of  Fox:  Caiherwood  v«  Char 
baud{b). 

Sir  J. Campbell  A.  G*,  contrd.    No  doabt  an  executor  neiay 
do  many  things  before  proving  the  will,  which  are  made 
valid  by  a  subsequent  grant  of  probate;  but  if  he  die  without 
ever  having  any  probate  at  all,  he  never  for  a  moment  re- 
presented his  testator.    Keman  never  bad  probate  granted 
to  him;  be  therefore  did  not  represent  the  testator,  and  had 
no  power  to  appoint  Hewlings  to  represent  him.     If  the 
attorney  to  whom  administration  is  granted,  and  not  his 
principal,  represent  the  testator,  then  Kernan  never  was  re- 
presentative; if,  however,  the  principal  represent  him  and 
not  the  attorney,  then  Hewling$  is  the  present  representa- 
tive and  not  the  plaintiiF.     It  is  conceived,  however,  t^M^t 
in  all  such  cases  the  attorney  is  the  real  representative,  that 
be  continues  so  until  his  administration  is  revoked,  and 
that  Macdonald  is    the    representative   of  Fox   at   this 
moment.     The  first  count  alleges  a  promise  to  Keman, 
and  the  issue  upon  that  count  is,  whether  or  not  he  proved 
the  will  of  Fox;  on  this  issue  the  defendants  clearly  suc- 
ceeded, for  the  letter  in  which  Keman  is  treated  as  execu- 
tor cannot  vary  the  rights  of  the  parties.     The  plea  to  the 
second  count  denies  the  promise  to  the  plaintiff,  which 
raises  the  question  whether  the  administration  to  Macdo- 
nald has  ceased.     Taynton  v.  Hannayi^c),  is  an  authority 

(a)  7T.  R.  182.  (c)  3  Bos.  &  Pol  25. 

(b)  1  B.  &  C.  150;  S.  C.2D*k  R.  271. 
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Cimt  his  admiiiistratioB  is  still  in  force;  for  although  it  is  a 
decision  on  the  38  Goo.  3,  c,  87»  yet  administratioa  under 
that  statate  is  granted  in  much  the  same  language  as  in 
tha  present  case.  The  objection  to  the  first  count  is  appareul 
on  the  record>  the  defendants  therefore  are  entitled  to  have 
the  judgment  arrested  on  that  count,  and  no  evidence  was 
given  in  support  of  the  second  count.  But  even  if  the  plain- 
tiff be  entitled  to  so  much  interest  as  may  have  accrued  since 
administration  granted  to  him,  the  rule  for  reducing  the  da- 
nnges  to  that  amount  must  be  made  absolute. 

Cur.  adv,  vuU. 

Lord  Denman  C.J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment  of 
the  Court — ^This  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffi  describing 
himself  as  administrator  with  the  will  annexed  of  i^ox,  of  the 
goods  left  unadministered  by  Kernan,  who  was  executor  of 
Pox^and  was  alleged  to  have  proved  the  will  by  Macdonaldhh 
attorney,  to  whom,  as  such  attorney,  administration  with 
the  will  for  the  benefit  of  Kernan  was  granted,  which  said 
Kernan  is  since  deceased,  having  left  one  HewUngs  his 
executor,  and  on  his  death  the  plaintiff  took  out  adminis* 
tration  with  the  will  of  Fox  annexed,  for  the  benefit  of 
Hewlings.  The  first  count  states  that  the  defendants  were 
indebted  to  Kernan  as  executor  as  aforesaid,  for  interest  of 
money  forborne  by  him  as  such  executor,  and  lays  the  pro- 
mise to  Kei'nan  as  such  executor.  The  second  count 
states  that  the  defendants  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  as 
such  administrator  for  interest  of  money  forborne  by  him 
as  such  administrator,  and  lays  the  promise  to  the  plaintiff 
as  such  administrator.  Profert  is  made  of  the  letters  of 
administration  both  to  Macdanald  and  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  first  plea  traverses  the  being  indebted  to  Kernan  as 
such  executor.  The  second  traverses  the  promise  to  JTer- 
fian.  The  third  traverses  the  promise  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  question  in  the  cause  is,  what  is  the  legal  effect  of 
these  different  letters  of  administration. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  by  the  first  grant  Macdonald  be- 
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came  tliQ  legpl  representative  of  Fax  dunupg  tfae  life  .of 
KernaN,  and  at  all  events  until  he  should  bimteif  take  out 
probate^  which  he  never  did,  but  that  on  the  death  of  Ker" 
nan  that  grant  was,  ipso  facto,  at  an  end,  and  the  subae* 
quent  grant  to  the  plaintiff  is  good.  The  consequence  is, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  on  the  second  count 
all  interest  accruing  subsequent  to  the  grant  to  him,  and 
the  rule  must  be  absolute  to  reduce  the  verdict  on  that 
count  to  that  amount.  But  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
a  verdict  on  both  the  issues  on  the  first  count,  because  the 
defendants  never  were  indebted  to  Kernau,  as  executor,  for 
interest,  nor  promised  him  as  executor.  Their  debt  and 
their  promise  in  law  for  interest  during  Kernam*s  life  was 
to  Macdonald  as  administrator,  and  not  to  Kernav.  This 
appears  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  itself,  and  therefore 
would  be  a  ground  for  arresting  judgment  on  the  first 
count;  but  as  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  issues  on  that 
count  are  proved  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  the  rule  will 
be  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  accordingly. 


Rule  absolute  to  enter  verdict  for  defendants 
on  the  first  count,  and  to  reduce  the  da- 
mages on  the  second  count. 


Thunday, 
June  14M. 

1.  Under  the 
Insolvent  Act, 
1  Geo,  4y  c 


Abercrombib  and  others  v.  Hickman,  Executor  of 
PococK,  deceased. 

Covenant.    The  declaration  alleged,  that  one  Wi- 

motf  by  indenture,  dated  in  April,  1804,  demised  certain 

rV^led  m"o'  P"^^"^^'®*  ^^  ®"®  Taskcr,  for  a  term  of  41  years,  and  set  out 

assienroents      the  usual  covenants  for  payment  of  rent  and  keeping  in 

made  in  par- 

suance  of  it),  if  the  oommissioners,  on  the  death  of  an  insolvent's  assignee,  do  not  ap« 

point  another,  the  insolvent's  estate  vests  in  the  executor  of  the  deceased  asigaea. 

8.  In  covenant  fdr  rent  and  non-repair,  the  husband  of  a  person  to  whose  separate 
use,  with  remainder  to  their  children,  an  annuity  charged  upon  the  premises  in  question 
18  settled,  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiflf. 
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repair;  that  the  plaintiffs  became  possessed  of  the  rever-  ^838. 
siod;  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  in  1822,  Tasker^s  interest  '^^v-^ 
cane  by  assignment  to  one  Pocock,  and  that  on  his  death  ,, 

it  if^ated  in  defendant  as  his  executor.    It  then  charged  the     Hickmait, 
defendant,  as  executor  of  Pocock,  and  as  assignee,  after 
he  had  become  such  executor  and  assignee,  with  a  breach 
of  the  abore  covenants. 

Pleas:  I .  That  Pococft,  in  his  life-time,  never  was  as- 
signee. 2.  That  defendant  never  was  assignee.  3.  That 
the  demised  premises  did  not  come  to  or  vest  in  the  de- 
fendant as  executor.     Issue  was  joined  on  those  pleas. 

At  the  trial  before  Patteson  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sit- 
tings in  Hilary  term,  1837,  the  lease  to  Tasker  and  the 
title  of  the  plaintiffs  were  admitted.  The  following  facts 
were  also  admitted; — In  1822  Tasker  was  discharged  under 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  when  Pocock  signified  his  ac- 
ceptance of  the  office  of  assignee,  by  filling  up  in  his  own 
hand-writing  a  printed  blank  form,  which  is  filed  in  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  Office.  The  provisional  assignee 
then  executed  two  parts  of  an  assignment  of  the  insolvent's 
estate  to  Pocock,  dated  November,  1822,  but  both  parts 
had  remained  ever  since  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 
Office,  neither  of  them  having  been  executed  by  Pocock. 
Pocock  died  in  1832.  The  defendant  was  appointed  sole 
executor,  and  proved  the  wiH  in  1833,  since  which  time 
arrears  for  rent  had  accrued  and  dilapidations  had  occur- 
red to  an  amount  agreed  on  between  the  parties.  The 
plaintiffs  were  trustees  under  the  will  of  fVilmot,  who  had 
devised  to  them  the  premises  in  question  and  other  pro- 
perty, charged  with  certain  annuities  to  his  daughters.  To 
prove  that  Pocock  had  assented  to  take  the  term,  and  had 
acted  in  respect  of  it,  by  letting  the  premises  and  receiving 
the  rent  for  tliem,  a  witness  was  called  (the  husband  of  one 
of  WilmofB  daughters),  who  was  entitled  to  one  of  the  said 
annuities  to  her  separate  use.  This  witness  was  objected 
to  as  incompetent,  on  the  ground  that  he  bad  an  interest 
in  the  success  of  the  action,  as  the  money  to  be  recovered 
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16S8.        would  go  towards  the  payment  of  the  annuities,  and  also 
''^"^^^      to  the  reparation  of  the  premisea,  whereby  the  security  for 

Vm  UFBf^ ROM  TITK 

9.  the  annuities  would  be  improved.     It  was  also  objected 

Hickman.  ^^^^  Pococh,  not  having  eiecuted  the  deed  of  assigttiiieBt» 
never  had  been  assignee,  and  that,  even  if  he  had  been, 
his  interest  involving  a  personal  trust  under  the  Insolvent 
Debtors*  Act,  did  not  pass  to  the  defendant  as  his  eieco- 
tor.  The  learned  judge  overruled  both  objections,  and 
directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  if  they  believed 
that  Pococh  had  assented  to  the  assignment.  Verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit* 
PkUi  having  in  the  same  term  obtained  a  rule  nisiy 

Channell,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  shewed  caose  («)« 
1.  The  witness  was  competent,  even  if  considered  as  hira* 
self  the  annuitant.  It  will  be  objected  that  the  rent  reco* 
vered  in  this  action  will  increase  the  fund  from  which  the 
annuity  is  payable,  and  that  the  sum  given  for  dilapidntions 
will  improve  the  security  on  which  that  annuity  is  charged. 
But  this  is  very  different  from  the  case  of  a  residuary  lega* 
tecp  whose  portion  is  to  be  increased  by  the  verdict  The 
witness,  in  right  of  his  wife,  is  entitled  to  a  fixed  anou  In 
an  action  against  executors  to  recover  a  debt  owing  by  the 
testator,  an  annuitant  under  his  will  is  a  competent  wttaess 
for  them ;  Noweil  v.  Daicie${h).  In  this  case  certably  the 
witness  was  not  called  to  shew  that  no  debt  was  dae;  but 
the  principle  is  the  same:  there  the  effect  of  the  annuitant's 
evidence  was  to  prevent  diminution  of  the  fund  out  of  which 
the  annuity  was  payable ;  and  here  the  effect  is  to  increase 
that  fund.  £.  Then  it  is  said  that  this  term  never  vested 
in  Pococi,  and  that,  even  if  it  did  so  vest>  it  came  to  faifli 
as  a  personal  trust  in  his  character  of  assignee,  so  that  it 
could  not  pass  to  his  executor,  die  defendant*  Bat  it  is 
quite  immaterial  that  Pococh  did  not  execute  the  deed  of 
assignment  from  the  provisional  assignee,  for  it  is  found  by 

{a)  June  fth,  before  Lord  Den-         (b)  5  B.  &  Ad.  368 ;  iSL  C.  2  N. 
mmC.  J.,  LUtiedakf  FaiteKm,  and      & M.  t4$. 

Williamt  Js. 


Abercrombib 
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the  jury  that  he  aiaented  to  the  deed,  and  that  he  acted  as 
asaignee.  The  term  then,  having  vested  in  Pocock,  on  his 
death  passed  to  the  defendant;  for  although  section  14  of  v. 

1  Geo.  4^  c  1199  (the  act  in  force  at  the  time  of  this  assign^  Hicemaw. 
nient»  in  the  case  of  an  assignee's  death,)  enables  the  Courts 
on  the  applioation  of  a  creditor,  to  appoint  a  fresh  assigneei 
in  whom  the  insolvent's  effects  immediately  vest,  yet  in 
delisult  of  such  appointment,  as  in  this  case,  they  vest  in 
the  deceased  assignee's  executor. 

Piatt,  contri.  1.  The  witness  was  incompetent,  for  he 
had  a  most  direct  interest  in  the  object  of  the  suit,  which 
was  not  only  to  recover  a  fund  for  present  payment  of  the 
annuity,  but  also  to  re-establish  and  continue  the  very 
sttbjec^matter  on  which  that  annuity  was  charged.  The 
very  sum  to  be  recovered  was  ear-marked,  as  it  were ;  for 
the  trustees  would  be  compelled  to  appropriate  one  part  of 
it  to  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  the  other  to  the  repara- 
tion of  the  premises.  It  seems  also  very  material^  although 
there  certainly  is  a  dictum  of  Parke  J.  to  the  contrary  in 
NoweU  V.  DavUa  (a),  that  no  evidence  was  given  to  shew 
the  solvency  of  the  estate.  Thus  it  might  have  depended 
entirely  on  the  result  of  the  trial  whether  the  witness  would 
be  paid  the  annuity.  9.  The  deed  of  assignment  executed 
by  the  provisional  assignee  to  Pccock,  and  his  mere  assent 
thereto,  were  not  sufficient  to  vest  in  him  the  insolvent's 
estfUe.  Could  he  on  such  a  title  have  brought  an  action 
on  behalf  of  the  insolvent f  But  even  if  the  premises  in 
question  did  vest  in  Poeock,  he  held  a  mere  personal  ap* 
pointment  under  tlie  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and  on  his 
death  they  would  devolve  to  his  executor.  This  appears 
from  the  14th  section  of  1  Geo.  4,  c.  II 9,  which  has  al* 
ready  been  cited.  T'he  recent  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  also, 
7  OeOi  4,  c.  57,  s.  38^  contains  the  same  provision* 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
(a)  5  B.  &  Ad.  368;  S.  C.  2  N.  &  U.  745. 


Abeacromjiib 

r. 
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1838.  Lord  Denman  C.J.  now  deliTered  the  judgment  of  the 

Court — This  was  an  action  of  covenant  by  a  lessor  against 
the  executor  of  the  assignee  of  his  lessee,  an  insolvent,  for 
HicxMAv.  Don-paynent  of  rent  aocrued  due  since  the  testator's  d^fii.' 
We  felt  some  doubt  whether  the  action  could  be  mahiliwwd 
against  the  executor,  frooi  a  provision  in  the  insoHeat 
Debtors'  Acts,  which  may  be  thought  to  import  that  the 
appointment  of  such  assignee  is  a  mere  personal  trust;  we 
mean  the  power  vested  in  the  Insolvent  Commisskmers  to 
appoint  a  new  assignee  on  the  death  of  him  formerly  ap- 
pointed. Bnt  upon  full  consideration,  and  on  referring  to 
Bkxmm  v.  Hubbard  (a),  JUriti  v.  Keitridge{b)»  Ew  parte 
Bainbridgeic)^  decided  under  the  Bankmpt  Act,  5  Ge(K% 
c.  SO,  we  think  the  executor  is  liable,  aa  representing  the 
assignee,  if  the  latter  acted  as  tenant  of  the  premises  4le- 
mised,as  well 'as  assented  to  the  assignment* 

But  the  evidence  by  which  this  fact  was  established  was 
objected  to  as  proceeding  from  a  witness  who  was  said  to 
be  inadmissible,  by  reason  of  his  interest  in  the  result  of 
the  suit.  That  witness  was  tiie  husband  of  a  lady  who  was 
entitled  to  an  annuity  charged  on  the  premises,  which  were 
vested  io  the  plaintiffs  as  trustees.  The  annuity  was 
settled  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife,  and  afterwards  for 
the  benefit  of  the  children.  It  was  argued  that  the  witness 
therefore,  through  the  interest  of  his  wife  in  those  premiset, 
was  interested  in  fixing  the  defendant  with  this  rent,  that 
the  security  for  the  annuity  might  be  the  ampler.  But 
this  objection  is  obviously  untenable,  for  in  whatever  per- 
son the  lease  may  be  vested,  the  rent  must  be  paid;  and 
the  interest  of  the  witness,  if  any,  is  far  too  remote  to  ram^ 
der  him  incompetent.  This  rule  therefore  must  be  dis^ 
charged. 

Rule  dischaiged* 

(a)  5  Eiut,  40r.  Bing.  355. 

(b)  6  B^Mooie^  569;  &  C.   1         {t)  6  Vas.  451. 
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'  1838. 

The  Queen  y.  Humphery.  Thundcn/, 

Quo  warrtflto  for  the  office  of  alderman  of  die  city  of  .     "    «    '  jt 

-^         Apartyeiectect 

LottdoA.    '  to  a  corporate 

Plea^  that  the  city  of  London  is,  and  from  time  imme-  HehTtolbe^ 
morid  bath  been  an  ancient  city,  and  that  the  citizens  and  admitted  pre- 
freemen  of  the  said  city,  during  all  that  time,  have  been,  making  the 
and  that  they  now  are,  a  body  politic  and  corporate  8cc.,  declaration  re- 
and  that  within  the  said  city,  from  time  whereof  8cc.,  there  9  Geo.  4,  c.  17, 
have  been  and  still  are  divers  wards  (and  amongst  others  ^^^J^m  lyithin 
the  ward  of  Aldgate  in  the  said  city),  and  divers  citiaen^  one  calendar 
and  freemen  of  the  said  city,  who  have  been,  and  have  before  or  upon 
been  called  aldermen  of  the  said  city;  that  is  to  say,  one  ^^  admis- 
alderman  for  each  of  the  said  wards ;  that  the  office  of  al- 
derman hath  been  and  still  is  a  paUic  office,  &c.    That 
from  tioie  whereof  8cc.  there  of  right  hath  been  and  still 
ought  8lc«  to  be  within  the  said  city,  a  certain  court  of 
record,  called  the  Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen  of  the 
said  City  of  London,  holdeii  in  the  Guildhall  of  the  said 
city,  according  to  the  custom  &c.,  before  the  mayor  of  the 
said  city  for  the  time  being,  or  bis  locum  tenons,  add-  tbe 
aldermen  thereof,  or  at  least  twelve  othera  of  the  said  al« 
dermen,  at  such  time  as  has  seemed  meet  to  the  mayor  of 
the  said  city  for  the  time  being,  upon  doe  notice  pieviottsiy 
given  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of  consulting  about  and  trans* 
acting  lawful  and  necessary  affiurs  concerning  the  good 
government  of  the  said  city,  and  also  for  the  porpose  of 
admitting  and  swearing  into  the  place  and  office  of  alder- 
man such  persons  as  have  been  duly  elected  thereto>  and 
are  properly  qualified  to  fill  the  said  office,  according  to 
the  custom  8u:.    That  from  time  whereof  &c.,  and  still  of 
right  &€.,  certain  assemblies  or  courts  called  wardmote 
courts,  have  been  of  right  holden  from  time  to  time^  on 
divers  days  in  each  of  the  said  wards  within  the  said  city, 
for  (amongst  other  things)  the  election  by  the  inhabitants 
of  the  said  wards,  at  the  said  wardmote  courts,  of  divers 
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I8S8.        persons  into  divers  places  and  offices,  and,  amongst  others, 

^^]:^^      into  the  place  and  office  of  alderman  in  the  said  city,  by 
TheQuEBir      .  .  . 

V.  virtue  of  precepts  issued  for  such  elections  respectively  by 

HuMPHERT.  ii,^  mayor  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being,  to  which  f«e- 
spective  precepts  returns  during  all  that  time  have  been  nade, 
and  of  right  oughtSlc.,  into  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  alder* 
men.  That  from  time  whereof  8cc.,  there  had  bean,  and  still 
of  right  ought  to  be  within  the  said  city,  a  certain  court  called 
the  Court  of  Common  Council,  holden  before  the  said 
mayor,  or  his  locum  tenens,  and  the  aldermen  of  the  said 
city  for  the  time  being,  and  the  commons  of  the  said  citjr, 
or  the  major  part  of  them,  duly  elected  and  chosen  accord- 
ing to  the  custom  of  the  said  city  in  that  behalf,  being  as- 
sembled together  upon  reasonable  summons  thereof  {)r6- 
viously  given,  according  to  the  custom  8ic.,  which  said 
commons  so  elected,  together  with  the  said  mayor  or  his 
locum  tenens,  and  aldermen,  during  all  the  time  afereaaid, 
have  been  the  common  council  of  the  said  city,  to  contalt 
of  and  upon  all  matters  and  things  proposed  in  the 
common  council  concerning  the  said  dty  Sec.  That  die 
said  mayor,  or  his  locum  tenens,  aldermen,  and  commoiia, 
or  the  major  part  of  them  so  assembled  in  common  coun- 
cil aforesaid^  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  have  been  used 
and  accustomed,  and  have  had  and  still  have  a  right  to 
make  such  reasonable  ordinances,  acts  and  bye4aw8,  as  to 
them  have  seemed  meet  and  convenient  for  the  better  go* 
vemment  of  the  said  city.  That  from  time  whereof  8cc., — 
until  the  making  and  passing  of  a  certain  bye-law,  or  act  of 
common  council,  on  the  Ist  August,  21  Hie.  2,  touching 
the  election  of  aldermen  of  the  said  city,  whereby  it  was 
ordained,  that  for  the  future,  in  the  election  of  aldermen, 
two,  at  least,  honest  and  discreet  men  should  be  chosen 
and  presented  to  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  so  that  either  of 
them  whom  they  should  choose  might  be  admitted  and 
sworn ;  and  also  after  making  and  passing  of  a  certain 
other  bye-law  or  act  of  common  council,  on  the  15th  April, 
13  Anne,  *'  An  Act  for  reviving  the  ancient  manner  of 
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electiog  Aldermen/'    whereby,   after   reciting   (amongst        laaa 
other  tbiiiffs)^  that  by  the  ancient  usage  and  custom  of   „^l^ 
London,  when  any  ward  of  the  said  city  became  vacant  9. 

and  destitute  of  an  alderman,  the  inhabitants  of  the  ward  Humphbht. 
havii^  a  right  to  vote  in  such  elections  were  wont  to 
choose  one  person  only  to  be  alderman  of  the  said  ward, 
for  reviving  the  said  ancient  custom,  and  restoring  to  the 
said  inhabitants  their  ancient  rights  and  ]Nrivileges  of 
choosing  one  person  only  to  be  their  alderman,  it  was 
enacted,  that  from  thenceforth,  b  all  elections  of  aldermen 
of  the  said  city,  at  a  wardmote  to  be  holden  for  that  pur- 
pose, there  should  be  elected,  according  to  the  said  ancient 
custom,  only  one  able  and  sufficient  citizen  and  froeman  of 
the  said  city,  not  being  an  alderman,  to  be  returned  to  the 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  which  person  so  elected 
should  be  by  them  admitted  and  sworn  well  and  truly  to 
execute  the  said  office  of  alderman— -and  from  thence 
hitherto  the  aldermen  of  the  divers  wards  of  the  said  city, 
and,  amongst  others,  of  the  said  ward  of  Aldgate,  have  of  right 
been  elected  and  chosen  at  such  wardmote  courts  as  afore- 
said, holden  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  respective  wards  by 
virtue  of  such  precepts  as  aforesaid,  one  alderman  for  each 
ward- 

The  plea  then  set  out  sections  2,3  and  4  of  the  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  17,  intituled  '*  An  Act  for  repealing  so  much  of  several 
Acts  as  impose  the  necessity  of  receiving  the  Sacrament, 
8cc.  as  a  Qualification  for  certain  Offices,  &c.(a)"  and  stated, 

(a)  Sect.  9.  That  every  person  within  one  calendar  month  next 

who  shall    hereafter   he  placed,  before  or  upon  his  admisstoa  into 

elected,  or  chosen  in  or  to  the  any  of  the  aforesaid   offices  or 

office   of  mayor,   alderman,    re-  trusts,   make  and  subscribe   the 

corder,  bailiff,  town-clerk,  or  com*  declaration  following: — 

mon  councilman,  or  in  or  to  any  <<  I,  A.  B.,  do  solemnly  and  sin- 

office  of  magistracy  or  place,  trust  cerelj,  in   the  presence  of  Ood, 

or  employment  relating  to  the  go-  profess,  testify,  and  declare,  upon 

vemment  of  any  city,  corporation,  the  true  faith  of  a  Christian,  that 

borough,  or   cinque    port  within  I  will  never  exercise  any  power, 

England  and  Wales,  or  the  town  authority,  or  influence  which  I 

of  Berwick-upoo-Tweed,   shall,  may  possess  by  virtue  of  the  office 
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that  since  the  passing  of  the  said  act  the  said  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen  have  required  of  every  person  who 
since  the  passing  of  the  said  act  has  been  elected  to  the 
oflice  of  alderman  of  any  ward  of  the  said  city,  that  such 
person  should  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration 
prescribed  by  the  said  act  previously  to  taking  and  sub- 
scribing the  oaths  of  office,  according  to  the  several  laws 
made  and  now  in  force  for  that  purpose  at  the  said  city. 

That  a  vacancy  having  occurred  in  the  office  of  alder- 
man of  the  ward  of  Aldgate  aforesaid*  by  the  death  of 
John  Thomas  Thorpe,  Esq.,  late  alderman  thereof,  a  court 
of  wardmote  was  holden  on  the  17th  November,  1835,  and 
continued  by  adjournment  on  other  subsequent  days, 
before  the  mayor  of  the  said  city,  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
precept  for  that  purpose  before  then  duly  issued,  accord- 
ing to  the  custom  of  the  said  city,  for  the  election  of  an 
alderman  of  the  said  ward,  in  the  room  of  the  said  J.  T 
Thorpe,  at  which  said  court  one  David  SaUmotu^  the  said 


of  ,  to  injure  or  weaken 

the  Protestant  Church  as  it  is  by 
law  established  in  England,  or  to 
disturb  the  said  church,  or  the 
bishops  and  clergy  of  the  said 
church,  in  the  possession  of  any 
rights  or  privileges  to  which  such 
church,  or  the  said  bishops  and 
cleigy,  are  or  may  be  entitled." 

S.  3.  And  be  it  enacted,  That 
the  said  declaration  shall  be  made 
and  subscribed  as  aforesaid,  in 
the  presence  of  such  person  or 
persons  respectively,  who  by  the 
charters  or  usages  of  the  said  re- 
spective cities,  corporations,  bo- 
roughs, and  cinque  ports,  if  such 
there  be,  or  otherwise  in  the  pre- 
sence of  two  justices  of  the  peace 
of  the  said  cities,  corporations, 
boroughs,  and  cinque  ports,  if  such 
there  be,  or  otherwise,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  two  justices  of  the  peace 


of  the  respective  counties,  ridings, 
divisions  or  franchises  wherein  the 
said  cities,  corporations,  boroughs, 
and  cinque  ports  are;  which  said 
declaration  shall  either  be  entered 
in  a  book,  roll,  or  other  record,  to 
be  kept  for  that  purpose,  or  shall 
be  filed  amongst  the  records  of 
the  city,  corporation,  borough,  or 
cinque  port. 

S.  4.  That  if  any  person  placed, 
elected,  or  chosen  into  any  of  the 
aforesaid  offices  or  places,  shall 
omit  or  neglect  to  make  and  sub- 
scribe the  said  declaration  in 
manner  above  mentioned,  such 
placing,  election,  or  choice  shall 
be  void;  and  that  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  such  person  to  do  any 
act  in  the  execution  of  the  office 
or  place  into  which  he  shall  be  so 
chosen,  elected,  or  placed. 
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ckf^odauti  aod  one  Jarnes  Late  Jofies^  wer«  candidates  for 
the  said,  vacant  office.  Tliat  at  the  said  laBt'Oientiooed 
court  of  wardmote  divert  inhabitants  of  the  said  ward, 
being  a  majority  of  those  then  present  at  the  said  court, 
voted  for  the  said  jD.  Salomons,  as  and  for  such  a]derBian« 
and  by  reason  thereof  the  said  D.  Saiomons  claimed  to  be 
duly  elected  to  the  said  office;  and  a  return  to  the  said 
precept,  and  of  the  result  of  such  election^  was  afterwards^ 
to  wit^  on  the  24th  November^  1835»  made  unto  the  aaid 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen. 

That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  Srd  day  of  December, 
1835.  at  a  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  then  holden  at  the 
Guildhall,  in  and  for  the  said  city,  the  said  J).  Salomons 
did  tender  himself  to  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldtc<- 
menj  at  the  said  last-mentioned  courts  for  admission,  and 
did  then  and  there  make  claim,  and  did  require  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  said  office  of  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of 
Aldgate  as  aforesaid;  and  that  thereupon  the  said  J),  Sa^^ 
lomons  was  then  and  there  requested  by  the  court  of  mayor 
and  aldermen  to  make  and  subscribe  in  their  presence  the 
said  declaration  in  the  said  act  mentioned,  the  said  mayor 
and  aldermen  then  being  the  persons  in  the  presence  of 
whom,  by  the  usage  of  the  said  city,  the  said  declaration 
should  be  made  and  subscribed  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  that  behalf,  according  to 
the  several  laws  made  and  now  in  force  for  that  purpose; 
but  that  the  said  D.  Sdhmotis  did  not  nor  would,  at  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  so  holden  as  last  afore- 
said, nor  at  any  time  within  one  calendar  month  next  before 
or  upon  his  admissiott,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  act,  into  the  said  office  of  alderman  of 
the  said  ward  of  Aldgate  as  aforesaid,  nor  at  any  other 
time  whatsoever,  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration, 
bat  wholly  omitted  and  neglected  so  to  do;  by  reason 
whereof,  and  by  force  of  the  said  statute  in  that  case  made 
and  provided,  the  election  and  choice  of  the  said  D.  Salo- 
mons  into  the  said  office  of  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of  Ald-» 
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1BS8.  gate  as  aforesaid,  became  and  was  void.  That  the  said  Z>. 
SalomoHB,  so  having  otkiitted  and  neglected  to  make  aud 
subscribe  the  said  declaration  required  by  the  said  act  of 
HvMPflERY.  parliament,  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  ao 
holden  as  last  aforesaid,  did  thereupon,  at  the  said  laat* 
mentioned  court,  declare  and  adjudge  the  election  of  the 
said  D.  Salomons  into  the  said  office  of  alderman  of  the 
said  ward  of  Aldgate  as  aforesaid  to  be  void,  and  did  alao 
then  and  there  resolve  that  a  fresh  precept  should  issue  for 
a  court  of  wardmote  to  be  held  for  the  election  of  a  fit  and 
proper  person  to  be  alderman  of  the  said  ward  of  Aldgate, 
in  the  room  of  the  said  J.  T.  Thorpe.  That  the  said 
vacancy  not  having  been  filled  up,  a  certain  other  court  of 
wardmote  was  holden  on  the  8th  December,  1835,  for  the 
said  ward  of  Aldgate,  before  the  mayor  of  the  said  city,  by 
virtue  of  a  certain  other  precept  for  that  purpose  before 
then  duly  issued,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  city, 
for  the  election  of  an  alderman  of  the  said  ward,  in  which 
said  last-mentioued  precept  it  was  stated  that  D.  Salomims, 
returned  to  the  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  to  be  alderman 
of  the  said  ward,  had  omitted  and  neglected  to  make  and  sub- 
scribe  the  declaration  directed  to  be  made  by  the  said  act,  by 
reason  whereof  the  said  election  of  the  saidD.vS.  had,  by  virtue 
of  the  said  act,  become  void.  That  at  the  said  last-men* 
tioned  court  of  wardmote  this  defendant  was  the  only  can- 
didate for  the  said  office  &c.,  and  that  divers  inhabitants 
8cc.,  being  a  majority  6cc.,  voted  for  the  defendant  as  such 
alderman,  and  by  reason  thereof  defendant  was  duly 
elected  Sec,  and  a  return  to  the  said  last-mentioned  pre- 
cept, and  of  the  result  of  such  last-mentioned  election,  was 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  l7th  December,  1836,  made  into 
the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  then  holden  in  the 
Guildhall,  &c.  The  plea  concluded  by  stating,  that  at  the 
said  last-mentioned  court,  defendant  having  made  the  de- 
claration prescribed  by  the  said  act,  was  then  and  there 
duly  sworn  and  admitted  into  the  office  &c.;  and  also  then 
and  there  took  and  subscribed  the  oaths,  and  made  and 
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subscribed  the  declaration  according  to  the  several  laws         1838. 
made  for  that  purpose,  by  reason  of  which  several  premises    J^^^ 
the  defendant  took  upon  himself  the  said  office  8cc.,  and  «. 

from  thence  continually,  until  the  time  of  exhibiting  the    Humphekt. 
said  information,  has  been  and  is  one  of  the  aldermen  of 
the  said  city.     Verification. 

Replication.  That  by  the  said  act  of  the  said  court  of 
common  council,  passed  the  15th  April,  IS  Anne,  it  was 
also  enacted,  that  in  case  the  person  so  duly  elected  alder- 
man, and  returned  by  the  lord  mayor,  or  other  person  duly 
authorized  to  hold  such  wardmote,  to  the  said  court  of 
mayor  and  aldermen,  within  the  time  for  that  purpose  by 
the  laws  of  the  said  city  limited  and  appointed,  should  re- 
fuse to  take  upon  him  the  said  office,  and  unless  be  could 
discharge  himself  therefrom  by  the  laws  of  the  said  city,  he 
should  be  subject  to  all  the  pains  and  penalties  which 
might  be  inflicted  on  him  by  the  bye-laws  and  customs  of 
the  said  city.  That  by  an  act  of  the  said  court  of  common 
council,  holden  at  8cc.  the  17th  April,  52  Geo.  3,  intituled 
&c.,  it  was  enacted,  that  upon  any  vacancy,  by  death  or  re- 
signation, of  any  person  being  an  alderman  of  the  saidcity,the 
lord  mayor  should,  within  eight  days  next,  Sundays  excepted, 
cause  a  wardmote  to  be  duly  summoned  for  the  election  of  a 
fit  person  to  be  alderman  of  such  ward  where  such  vacancy 
should  happen,  and  returning  such  person  so  elected. 
The  replication  then  stated,  that  by  the  said  act  of  common 
council  it  was  also  enacted,  that  if  any  person  duly  elected 
alderman  Sec,  should  not,  after  notice  of  such  election,  ap- 
pear before  the  next  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and 
then  and  there  cake  upon  himself  the  said  office,  or  if, 
before  the  said  court,  he  should  refuse  to  take  upon  himself 
the  said  office,  he  should  forfeit  500/.,  unless  he  should  be 
duly  discharged  of  the  said  office  for  defect  of  ability  in 
wealth,  upon  oath  taken.  That  after  the  said  return  to 
the  said  precept  was  made  to  the  said  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen,  a  certain  notice  in  writing  was  served  upon  the 
said  2>.  Salomons,  to  appear  before  the  said  court  on  the 
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1838.        ^rd  December  last^  at  the  Guildhall  ficc,  and  then  and 

^^■^Y"^^       there  to  take  upon  himself  the  said  office  of  aldeiinan  of 
The  Queen  .  '^  . 

V.  the  said  ward ;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  notice  he 

HuMPHSRY.  J j j^  Qjj  ji^g  gj.j  December,  and  mthin  the  space  of  one  month 
next  after  the  day  of  his  eleciiou^  present  himself  to  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and  then  and  there  ex- 
pressed his  readiness  to  be  sworn  for  the  due  execution  of 
the  said  office  of  alderman,  and  also  to  take  and  subscribe 
the  oaths  according  to  the  said  laws  made  for  those  pur- 
poses,  and  to  take  upon  himself  the  duties  of  the  said 
office,  and  did  there  demand  to  be  admitted  alderman. 
That  when  he  so  appeared  and  presented  himself  to  the 
said  court,  the  said  court  demanded  of  him  the  said  D* 
Salomons  whether  he  had  signed  the  declaration  required 
by  the  said  act  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  within  the  space  of  one 
month  next  before  his  then  application  for  admission ;  to 
which  the  said  D.  S,  then  answered  that  he  had  not; 
whereupon  the  said  court  demanded  of  him,  the  said  D.  S., 
whether  he  would  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration ; 
whereupon  he  declined  to  say  whether  he  would  or  not, 
but  required  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  to  admit 
him  to  the  said  office,  which  the  said  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  did  then  and  there,  and  within  the  space  of  one 
month  from  the  day  of  the  election  of  the  said  D.  S.,  posi- 
tively refuse  to  do;  and  the  said  court  did  then  and  there 
declare  the  election  of  the  said  D.  S,  to  be  null  and  void ; 
and  thereupon  directed  a  precept  to  issue  from  the  said 
court  for  the  election  of  another  alderman  for  the  said  ward 
of  Aldgate.  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  December, 
and  within  the  space  of  one  month  next  after  the  election 
of  the  said  D.  5.,  a  certain  precept  issued  from  the  said 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and  that  by  virtue  thereof  a 
certain  court  of  wardmote  was,  on  the  8th  of  the  said 
month,  and  within  the  space  of  one  month  next  8cc.  holden 
for  the  said  ward  8cc.,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  an  alder- 
man of  the  said  ward,  at  which  wardmote  the  defendant 
was  elected.     Verification. 


TlllNlTV  TERM,  I  VICT.  689 

General  demurrer  and  joinder.  1838. 

In  the  margin  of  the  paper-book  it  was  stated,  that  in    ,^^J^ 
support  of  the  mforroation  it  would  be  contended —  v, 

J.  That  the  court  of  aldermen  was  not  justified  in  insist-  Humphbrt. 
ing  upon  the  making  or  subscription  of  the  declaration 
by  Mr.  Salomons,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  admission 
into  the  office  of  alderman,  and  that  he  was  not  legally 
bound  to  make  or  subscribe  it  at  the  time  be  was  required 
so  to  do. 

2.  That  by  the  9  Geo,  4,  c.  1 7,  one  calendar  month  is 
allowed  to  the  person  elected  for  making  or  subscribing 
the  declaration,  and  that  a  month  not  having  elapsed  from 
the  election  of  Mr.  Salomons^  when  he  was  called  upon  to 
make  or  subscribe  the  declaration,  he  was  not  then  bound 
to  make  or  subscribe  it,  and  the  court  of  aldermen  was  not 
justified  in  declaring  his  election  null  and  void. 

3.  That  the  lord  mayor  was  not  justified  in  issuing  his 
precept  for  a  new  election  before  the  expiration  of  one 
month  from  the  election  of  Mr.  Salomons,  and  that  the 
election  of  the  defendant  was  therefore  illegal  and  void. 

4.  That  by  the  5  8c  6  Will.  4,  c.  1 1  (the  Annual  Indent* 
nity  Act),  the  time  for  subscribing  the  declaration  was 
extended  to  the  25th  March,  1836. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  (with  whom  was  R,  V.  Richards), 
in  support  of  the  demurrer  (a).  The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  8.2, 
which  is  set  out  on  the  pleadings,  required  Mr.  Salomotis 
to  make  the  prescribed  declaration  within  one  calendar 
month  next  before  or  upon  bis  admission ;  and  the  question 
is,  whether  he,  having  refused  to  make  such  declaration  on 
his  attendance  before  the  court  of  aldermen,  and  having 
also  then  confessed  that  he  had  not  made  it  within  a  month 
previously,  had  any  right  to  be  admitted  an  alderman.  If 
he  had,  the  above  act  is  practically  repealed.     The  whole 

(a)  In  Easter  term,  April  Q5  and  27,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Lit' 
tledale,  Patteson,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
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question  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words  *'  within  one 
calendar  month  next  before  or  upon  his  admission/'  The 
court  of  aldermen  had  a  right  to  insist  upon  Mr.  Salomon's 
making  the  declaration  before  they  admitted  him,  because 
although  the  4th  section  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  avoids  his 
election  if  he  do  not  make  the  declaration,  yet,  if  he  were 
once  admitted,  the  Annual  Indemnity  Act  would  have  the 
effect  of  protecting  him  from  that  section.  It  may  be  said 
that  the  Court  cannot  take  notice  that  there  will  be  an 
Annual  Indemnity  Act;  but  such  an  act  has  passed  for 
nearly  a  century,  and  of  this  the  legislature  were  aware 
when  they  passed  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  I?,  s.  2,  so  that  they 
must  have  intended  the  declaration  to  be  made  before  ad- 
mission. The  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  28,  was  passed  to  set  aside 
this  very  provision  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  so  far  as  respected  the 
office  of  sheriff  for  counties,  and  to  enable  Mr.  Salomons  to 
fill  the  office  of  sheriff  of  London.  This  would  have  been 
quite  unnecessary,  according  to  the  construction  put  on  the 
words  *'  upon  admission"  by  the  relator.  The  word  "  upon,'* 
it  must  be  admitted,  does  not  always  mean  ''  before ;"  it  may 
also  mean  "  after,"  or  "  concurrently  with,"  as  where  a  rule  is 
made  ''  upon**  reading  affidavits.  But  it  is  most  consonant 
to  the  spirit  and  the  terms  of  the  different  clauses  of  this 
act  to  construe  it  in  this  case  to  mean  "  before."  Sections 
%  3,  and  4,  prescribe  what  must  be  done  before  admission, 
and  the  5th  prescribes  what  must  be  done  after  admission. 
The  declaration  under  the  2nd  section  is  substituted  for 
the  sacramental  test,  (under  the  13  Car. 2,  stat.2,  c.  1,  s.l2) 
which  was  expressly  required  before  admission ;  and  it  is 
therefore  probable  that  the  declaration  substituted  for  it  is 
to  be  made  at  the  same  time.  In  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  7« 
ss.  2  and  4,  there  is  a  similar  provision  as  to  Roman  Ca- 
tholics, who  are  expressly  disabled  from  sitting  in  Parlia- 
ment until  after  they  have  taken  the  oath  prescribed ;  and 
ss.  14  and  19  of  that  act  apply  the  same  provision  to  Roman 
Catholics  elected  in  corporate  offices.  The  test  after  ad- 
mission, required  by  the  25  Car.  2,  c.  2,  is  replaced  by  the 
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declaration  to  be  made  under  a  different  section  of  the 

9  Geo.  4,  c.  1 7*  namely^  the  5th. 
Another  point  made  for  the  crown  is,  that  the  election  of 

Mr.  Salomons  was  avoided  prematurely,  as  there  should  have  HyiiPHBRT. 
been  given  him»  after  his  election^  a  month  within  which  to 
comply  with  the  requisitions  of  the  act.  But  no  such  in- 
ference can  be  drawn  from  the  language  of  the  legislature, 
who  never  supposed  that  a  party,  during  the  month  after 
his  election,  was  likely  to  become  a  convert  to  a  different 
faith.  It  was  simply  intended,  if  he  had  made  the  declara- 
tion within  a  month  before  his  admission,  that  he  should 
be  excused  from  repeating  it  on  his  admission. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  Annual  Indemnity  Act  (a) 
extended  the  time  for  making  the  declaration  until  the  25th 
March,  1836,  for  that  act  only  applies  to  cases  where  an 
officer  has  been  admitted,  and  has  incurred  a  penalty  for 
his  default,  as  in  Rex  v.  Perry  {b)  and  In  re  Steavemon{c)\ 
and  he  must  shew,  before  be  can  have  the  benefit  of  the 
act,  that  he  has  made  the  declaration ;  whereas  the  replica- 
tion in  this  case  does  not  state  that  Mr.  Salomons  either  has 
made,  or  that  he  is  ready  to  make,  such  declaration. 

Sir  jF.  Pollock  (with  whom  were  Sir  W.  W.  Follett, 
Wightman  and  Shee)^  contrd.  The  question  is  not,  as  stated 
on  the  other  side,  whether  Salomons  had  a  right  to  be 
admitted  before  declaration,  but  whether  the  court  of  alder- 
men had  "  then  and  there"  the  right  to  issue  a  new  precept 
It  is  submitted  that  the  precept  for  a  new  election  was  pre^ 
maturely  issued  at  a  time  when  the  office  was  full  by  the 
election  of  Mr.  Salomons*  The  court  of  aldermen  declared 
his  election  void  at  the  court  held  on  the  3d  December, 
when  he  refused  to  make  the  declaration.  But  he  had  the 
whole  of  that  day  for  the  purpose;  if  the  Court  sat  from 

10  A.M.  till  4  P.M.,  he  had  a  right  to  be  admitted  at  the 
first  sitting  of  the  court,  and  might  have  made  the  declara^ 

(fl)  5  &  6  Wm.  4,  c.  11.  (f)  2  B.  &  C.  34. 

\h)  14  East,  549. 
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1838.        tion  at  any  time  before  the  rising  of  the  court,  and  they 

,J!'^'y^^      could  not  take  notice  of  his  default^  if  any,  until  the  next 
The  Queen  _,.  ,  .    .    /•  . 

^,  court.     1  he  court,  however,  at  their  first  meeting,  voted  his 

HuMPHERY.    election  void.    At  what  particular  moment  was  it  void? 
Their  mere  vote  could  not  make  it  so. ' 

But  Mr.  Salomons  was  not  guilty  of  any  default^  for 
**  upon  admission"  does  not  signify  before  admission.  In 
Johnson's  Dictionary,  one  of  the  meanings  given  to  the 
word  *'  upon'*  is  **  at  the  time  of/'  but  he  gives  no  example 
of  its  use  in  the  sense  of  *'  before."  Where  a  statutp 
inflicts  a  penalty  "  upon  conviction/'  it  does  not  mean  that 
a  party  is  to  pay  the  penalty  first  and  to  be  convicted  after- 
wards. The  very  form  of  the  declaration,  that  the  party 
will  not  exercise  any  power  which  he  may  possess  ''  by 
virtue  of  the  office  of"  &c.,  indicates  that  the  admission  to 
the  office  must  have  been  previously  completed.  If  Mr. 
Salomons  committed  any  default,  he  would  have  had  to  take 
the  consequences  imposed  by  the  fourth  section  of  the 
9  Geo,  4 ;  his  office  would  have  been  void. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  in  reply.  It  seems  admitted  that 
the  Annual  Indemnity  Act  has  no  application  to  the  pre- 
sent case;  but  it  is  asked  at  what  particular  time  the 
vacancy  occurred.  It  occurred  when  Mr.  Salomons  refused 
to  make  the  declaration:  his  default  was  then  consummated. 
[Lord  Denman  C.  J.  What  is  the  meaning  of  "  in  default 
of  such/'  in  the  third  section  of  the  9  Geo.  4  ?]  It  means 
that,  in  case  the  party  elected  shall  not  make  the  declaration 
before  the  persons  who  by  charter  administer  the  oath  for 
the  due  execution  of  the  office,  that  is,  before  the  aldermen 
in  this  case,  it  shall  be  enough  if  he  has  already  made  it, 
within  the  month,  before  two  justices.  If  the  words 
"  upon  admission"  mean  at  the  time  of  admission,  there 
must  be  an  option  to  be  exercised  somewhere  whether  the 
declaration  or  the  admission  is  to  have  the  priority,  and 
that  option  was  properly  claimed  by  the  court  of  aldermen, 
who  had  an  inherent  right,  the  act  itself  being  silent  on  the 
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subject,  to  regulate  the  order  in  which  their  proceedings 
should  succeed  each  other. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  (a), 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. — The  question  which 
the  Court  has  to  decide  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  court 
of  aldermen  of  the  city  of  London  were  right  in  refusing 
to  admit  Mr.  Salomons  as  alderman  of  the  ward  of  Aldgate, 
for  which  he  had  been  duly  elected,  and  in  issuing  a  precept 
for  a  new  election^  under  the  authority  of  which  the  defend- 
ant was  elected.  The  court  refused  to  admit  Mr.  Salomons 
to  the  office  on  the  ground  of  his  default  to  make  the 
declaratioUi  under  the  9  Geo,  4,  c.  17,  8. 2,  antecedently  to 
his  admission.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  ought  to 
have  admitted  him  previously  to  calling  upon  him  to  make 
the  declaration,  that  there  was  no  vacancy  when  the  precept 
for  a  new  election  was  issued,  and  that  consequently  it  was 
issued  improperly. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown. 

(a)  June  39. 
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Poole  and  another  v,  Warrbn.  Saturday, 

June  9th. 
Debt  for  double  value  under  the  4  Geo,  2,  c.  28.     The      i.  A  joint 
declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  held  certain  premises  g|J,g,J*bv^n,ort- 
as  tenant  to  the  plaintiff's,  for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of  gagor  and 
years  ending  the  25th  of  June,  18.S4;  that  plaintiffs,  upon  ^mweTto^a 

person  to  be 
the  receiver,  agent,  and  attorney  of  the  mortgagors,  to  receive  the  rents  until  satisfac- 
tion of  the  mortgage,  to  bring  actions  in  case  of  non-payment  of  rent,  to  give  notices 
to  auit,  to  bring  ejectment  m  case  of  non-compliance  &c.,  as  fully  as  the  mortgagers 
might  have  done,  is  a  sufficient  authority  to  him  to  demand  possession  of  tenants, 
under  4  Geo,  9,  c.  28,  s.  1,  so  as  to  make  them  liable  in  double  value  for  holding 
over. 

2.  Where  an  instrument  is  proved  by  a  copy,  as  secondary  evidence,  from  virhich  it 
appears  that  the  original  was  subscribed  by  an  attesting  witness,  it  is  nevertheless  un- 
necessary to  call  him. 
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1838.        the  expiration  of  the  teroij  gave  notice  in  writing  to  the  de^ 

p  '  fendant^  and  in  writing  demanded  of  bim^  and  required  him 

and  another    to  deliver  up  the  premises,  and  that  defendant  wilfully  held 

Wareen       ^^^^'     'I'he  third  plea  alleged,  that  plaintiffs  did  not  give 

notice  in  writing  to  defendant,  nor  did  they  in  writing  de« 

mand  of  him  or  require  him  to  deliver  up  possession  of  the 

said  premises. 

At  the  trial  before  Lord  Denman  C.J.  at  the  London 
sittings  after  Michaelmas  term«  1836,  a  copy  was  produced 
as  secondary  evidence  of  the  notice  to  quit,  which  had  been 
given  in  the  name  of  one  GrelUtt.  It  appeared  from  the 
copy  that  the  original  had  the  name  of  an  attesting  witness 
subscribed  to  it,  and  it  was  objected  that  the  rules  of 
evidence  equally  required  his  testimony,  whether  the  instru- 
ment were  proved  by  the  production  of  the  original  or  of  a 
copy ;  and  Doe  d«  Sykes  v.  Durnford  {a)  was  cited.  His  lord- 
ship admitted  the  evidence,  but  reserved  the  point.  In 
order  to  shew  the  authority  of  GrelUtt  to  give  the  notice, 
deeds  were  put  in,  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  premises  in 
question  had  been  the  property  of  one  Kea/mgand  his  wife,  by 
whom  they  had  been  mortgaged  to  Sir  J.  Astley  and  others. 
A  deed  of  the  25th  of  July,  1833,  to  which  the  Keatings 
as  mortgagees,  the  plaintiffs,  and  Grellett  were  parties, 
was  then  proved.  This  deed,  after  a  transfer  of  the  mort- 
gage and  assignment  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiffs,  con- 
tained an  appointment  by  all  parties  to  the  deed,  of  the 
said  Grellett  to  be  the  receiver,  agent,  and  attorney  of  the 
Keatings,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises 
until  the  mortgage  was  fully  satisfied ;  and  for  that  purpose 
to  adjust  all  differences  and  accounts  with  the  tenants,  to 
bring  actions  in  case  of  non-payment  of  the  rents,  to  give 
notices  to  quit,  and  in  cases  of  non-compliance  to  bring 
ejectment,  to  grant  leases,  and  to  do  all  other  matters  con- 
cerning the  said  premises,  as  fully  and  effectually  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  as  the  Keatings,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns  might  have  done  if  the  said  deed 
(a)  3  JVf.  &  S.  62. 
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had  not  been  executed.  It  was  then  objected  that  this 
deed  did  not  contain  a  sufficient  authority  to  Grellett,  under 
the  statute,  to  give  the  notice  in  question ;  for  which  pur- 
pose he  should  have  had  a  specific  authority  from  the 
plaintiffs  themselves,  who  had  the  legal  estate  in  the  pre- 
mises. His  lordship  being  of  this  opinion,  directed  a  ver- 
dict on  this  issue  for  the  defendant,  but  gave  leave  to  move 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 
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Kelly,  in  Hilary  term,  1837,  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi, 

E.  F.  Williams  now  shewed  cause,  and,  in  support  of  the 
first  objectiou,  cited  Call  v.  Dunning  (a),  Doe  d.  Sykes  v. 
Dnrnford{b),  Higgs  v.  Dixon  (c),  and  Gillies  v.  Smilher{d). 
With  regard  to  the  second  objection,  he  attempted  to  dis- 
tinguish this  case  from  Wilkinson  v.  Colley  {e),  on  the 
ground  that  here  the  demand  of  possession  was  made 
simply  after  the  determination  of  the  tenancy  by  effluxion 
of  time,  whereas  in  that  case,  notice  to  quit  also  had  been 
given  previously. 

The  Court  (y*),  however  (stopping  Kelly),  held,  that 
Cooke  V.  TanstDell(g)  was  decisive  against  the  first  objec- 
tion, and  that,  as  to  the  second  objection,  the  case  had  not 
been  distinguished  from  Wilkinson  v.  Colley  (e)« 

Rule  absolute* 


(a)  4  East,  53. 

(b)  2  M.  &  S.  62. 

(c)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  180. 
id)  3  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  528. 


(e)BuiT.2694. 

(/)  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littk' 
dale,  Patieson,  and  Williams  Js. 
(g)  8  Taunt.  450. 


696  CASES  IN  THE  QU££N*S  BENCH, 

1838. 
Thursda  ^^^  QuEEN  V.  ArchDALL,  D.D. 

«„""*  ..  -A.  RULE  nisi  had  been   obtained   for   a  quo   warranto 

Where,  from  a         .  . 

very  remote      against  the  defendant,  Vice-Chancellor  of  Cambridge,  to 

chCelias  been  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  authority  he  claimed  to  grant  alehouse  licences, 
exercised 

stSn, "offi  Sir  W.  W.  FolUlt,  Starkie,  and  Cowling,  shewed  cause  (a), 
probable,  un- 

curostaDces  of      ^^^  J*  Campbell  A.  G,,  Kelly,  and  Waddinglon,  supported 

the  case,  that    the  rule. 

it  emanated 

from  a  grant  Ctir.  adv.  VuU. 

by  the  crown, 

and  would 

have  been  fre-       LiTTLEDALE  J.  on  this  day  delivered  the  judgment  of 

Soned^i?"oot  ^^  Court. — This  was  a  rule  for  a  quo  warranto  infonna- 
referable  to  tion  to  be  filed  against  the  Rev.  Dr.  Archdall,  Master  of 
origin,  wid  Emanuel  College  in,  and  lately  Vice-Chancellor  of,  the 
has  been  University  of  Cambridge,  to  shew  by  what  authority  he  had 

nized  in  an-  taken  on  himself  to  grant  alehouse  licences.  It  was  moved 
the°Coi!it"w1li  ^"  ^^^  part  of  the  justices  of  the  borough  of  Cambridge, 
not  direct  a  for  the  purpose  of  contesting  the  right  claimed  by  the  Vice- 
to^ry1u%ali-  Chancellor,  of  granting  such  licences  within  the  liberties 
dity,  because  and  precincts  of  the  University.  It  was  argued  in  the  last 
gin  cannot  be  ^^^^^  before  my  brothers  Patleson,  Coleridge,  and  myself, 
^d 'wd  diV ^  at  great  length,  and  with  great  ability  and  research.  We 
charged  a  rule,  have  taken  time  to  look  into  the  affidavits,  and  I  am  now 

obtained  for         In  the  course  of  the  argument,  principally  in  consequence 

against  the  ^^  *  doubt  thrown  out  by  the  Court,  the  question,  whether 

Vice-Chancel-  this  was  a  proper  subject  for  a  quo  warranto,  was  much 
loroftheUni-  •,       j  \^      ,  ,       ,  ,   -  r    . 

versity  of  considered  by  the  counsel  who  argued  m  support  of  the 

Cambridge,  to  ,.y|g .  j^yj  j^  jg  unnecessary  for  us  to  pronounce  any  opinion 

authority  he  on  that  question,  as  our  judgment  will  not  proceed  upon  it; 
granted  ale- 
house licences.  ^a)  In  Easter  term,  1838,  April  thought  unnecessary  to  give  any 
this  ^s'ubiect  ^^  *°**  ^'"^  ^'  hefore  Littledale,  sUtement  of  the  facts  and  argu- 
for  a  quo  Patteton,  and  Coleridge  Js.  Lord  ments  relied  on,  as  they  suffi- 
warranto?  Denman  C.J.  was  absent  at  the  ciently  appear  from  the  judgment 
Privy   Council.      It    has    been  of  the  Court. 
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and  we  decline  to  do  so  the  rather,  because  the  counsel         1838. 
who  shewed  cause  asainst  the  rule  scarcely  noticed  the      ^^/^*^ 

.       .  f.  •     ,  .       r  TheQUBEN 

point  in  argument,  relying  entirely  upon  the  facts.  v. 

Turning  then  to  the  affidavits,  it  appears  to  be  uuques-  Archdall. 
tionable  that  the  Vice-chancellor  of  Cambridge  has  exer- 
cised this  franchise  from  a  very  remote  period;  from  a 
period  indeed  so  remote,  that  the  first  exercise  of  it  can- 
not be  distinctly  traced,  nor  the  origin  to  which  it  is 
referable  at  all  certainly  assigned:  and  that  he  has  exer- 
cised it  not  merely  within  the  borough  of  Cambridge,  but 
without  it,  and  in  the  county,  to  the  extent  of  the  known 
liberties  of  the  University.  The  history  of  alehouse  licences^ 
as  granted  by  justices  of  the  peace,  is  well  known ;  it 
takes  its  commencement  from  the  5  &  6  Edw.  6,  c.  25, 
but  the  mode  of  proceeding  by  the  Vice-Chancellor  has 
never  borne  express  reference  to  any  authority  given  by 
the  statute,  nor  squared  with  its  provisions  in  form  or  sub- 
stance. He  has  described  himself,  indeed,  as  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  and  he  has  acted  with  another  head  of  a  house 
described  in  the  same  way ;  but  the  latter  is  called  his  as- 
sistant only,  the  licence  is  stated  to  proceed  from  himself, 
and  is  under  his  single  seal  and  signature;  it  is  granted  dur- 
ing good  pleasure,  is  subject  to  other  conditions  than  those 
of  a  magistrate's  licence,  and  the  recognizance  has  never 
been  certified  to  the  quarter  sessions.  It  further  appears 
that  this  privilege  has  been  recognized  with  more  or  less 
distinctness  in  a  great  number  of  public  statutes,  some  of 
them  going  back  to  a  distant  period;  one  (the  9  Ann.  c. 25, 
s.  50,)  passed  considerably  more  than  a  century  since,  in 
very  clear  language  recognizing  and  confirming  it.  Lastly, 
it  appears  that  during  the  whole  of  this  period  the  University 
has  been  placed  side  by  side,  as  it  were,  with  a  municipal 
body  of  considerable  power,  and  that  between  the  two,  dif- 
ferences have  from  time  to  time  prevailed,  and  much  jea- 
lousy been  manifested  as  to  conflicting  privileges;  yet  until 
very  modern  times  no  resistance  entitled  to  serious  consi- 
deration has  been  made  by  the  borough  to  the  exercise  of 


688 


1838. 


The  QuEEV 

V. 
HUMPHERY. 


CASES  IN  THE  QUEEN  S  fiENCH, 

Srd  December  last,  at  the  Guildhall  Scc,  and  then  and 
there  to  take  upon  himself  the  said  office  of  aldeiman  of 
the  said  ward ;  and  that  in  pursuauce  of  the  said  notice  he 
did,  on  the  3rd  December,  and  within  the  space  of  one  month 
next  after  the  day  of  his  election,  present  himself  to  the 
said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and  then  and  there  ex- 
pressed bis  readiness  to  be  sworn  for  the  due  execution  of 
the  said  office  of  alderman,  and  also  to  take  and  subscribe 
the  oaths  according  to  the  said  laws  made  for  those  pur- 
poses, and  to  take  upon  himself  the  duties  of  the  said 
office,  and  did  there  demand  to  be  admitted  alderman. 
That  when  he  so  appeared  and  presented  himself  to  the 
said  court,  the  said  court  demanded  of  him  the  said  D. 
Salomons  whether  he  had  signed  the  declaration  required 
by  the  said  act  of  9  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  within  the  space  of  one 
month  next  before  his  then  application  for  admission ;  to 
which  the  said  D,  S.  then  answered  that  he  had  not; 
whereupon  the  said  court  demanded  of  him,  the  said  D.  5., 
whether  he  would  make  and  subscribe  the  said  declaration ; 
whereupon  he  declined  to  say  whether  he  would  or  not, 
but  required  the  said  court  of  mayor  and  aldermen  to  admit 
him  to  the  said  office,  which  the  said  court  of  mayor  and 
aldermen  did  then  and  there,  and  within  the  space  of  one 
month  from  the  day  of  the  election  of  the  said  D.  &,  posi- 
tively refuse  to  do;  and  the  said  court  did  then  and  there 
declare  the  election  of  the  said  D.  <S.  to  be  null  and  void ; 
and  thereupon  directed  a  precept  to  issue  from  the  said 
court  for  the  election  of  another  alderman  for  the  said  ward 
of  Aldgate.  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  December, 
and  within  the  space  of  one  month  next  after  the  election 
of  the  said  D.  S.,  a  certain  precept  issued  from  the  said 
court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  and  that  by  virtue  thereof  a 
certain  court  of  wardmote  was,  on  the  8th  of  the  said 
month,  and  within  the  space  of  one  month  next  8cc.  holden 
for  the  said  ward  8cc.,  for  the  purpose  of  electing  an  alder- 
man of  the  said  ward,  at  which  wardmote  the  defendant 
was  elected.     Verification, 
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General  demurrer  and  joinder.  1838. 

In  the  margin  of  the  paper-book  it  was  stated,  that  in    -^X 
support  of  the  mforraation  it  would  be  contended —  v. 

J.  That  the  court  of  aldermen  was  not  justified  in  insist-  Humphbrt. 
ing  upon  the  making  or  subscription  of  the  declaration 
by  Mr.  Salomons,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  admission 
into  the  office  of  alderman,  and  that  he  was  not  legally 
bound  to  make  or  subscribe  it  at  the  time  he  was  required 
50  to  do. 

2.  That  by  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  1 7,  one  calendar  month  is 
allowed  to  the  person  elected  for  making  or  subscribing 
the  declaration,  and  that  a  month  not  having  elapsed  from 
the  election  of  Mr.  Salomom^  when  he  was  called  upon  to 
make  or  subscribe  the  declaration,  he  was  not  then  bound 
to  make  or  subscribe  it,  and  the  court  of  aldermen  was  not 
justified  in  declaring  his  election  null  and  void. 

3.  That  the  lord  mayor  was  not  justified  in  issuing  his 
precept  for  a  new  election  before  the  expiration  of  one 
month  from  the  election  of  Mr.  Salomons,  and  that  the 
election  of  the  defendant  was  therefore  illegal  and  void. 

4.  That  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  11  (the  Annual  Indent- 
nity  Act),  the  time  for  subscribing  the  declaration  was 
extended  to  the  25th  March,  1836. 

Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.  (with  whom  was  JB.  F,  Richards), 
in  support  of  the  demurrer  (a).  The  9  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  s.2, 
which  is  set  out  on  the  pleadings,  required  Mr.  Salomofis 
to  make  the  prescribed  declaration  within  one  calendar 
month  next  before  or  upon  his  admission ;  and  the  question 
is,  whether  he,  having  refused  to  make  such  declaration  on 
his  attendance  before  the  court  of  aldermen,  and  having 
also  then  confessed  that  he  had  not  made  it  within  a  month 
previously,  had  any  right  to  be  admitted  an  alderman.  If 
he  had,  the  above  act  is  practically  repealed.     The  whole 

(a)  In  Easter  term,  April  25  and  27,  before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Li7- 
tledale,  Pattenon,  and  Coleridge  Js. 
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V. 
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1838.  vBSsing  a  modem  grant,  without  making  allowance  for  the 
changes,  and  accidents  of  time,  no  ancient  title  will  be 
found  free  from  objection  —  that  indeed  will  become  a 
Archdalu  source  of  weakness,  which  ought  to  give  security  and 
strength.  It  has  therefore  aluvys  been  the  well-established 
principle  of  our  law  to  presume  every  thing  in  favour  of 
long  possession,  and  it  is  every  day's  practice  to  rest  upon 
this  foundation  the  title  of  the  most  valuable  properties. 

We  sliouh)  be  departing  from  this  principle  and  practice 
if  we  wtte  now  to  institute  the  inquiry  prayed  for,  and  call 
upon  the  Vice-Chancellor  (o  justify  the  exercise  of  this 
ancient  franchise.  It  is  possible  that  it  may  rest  upon  no 
legal  foundation,  and  that  upon  a  full  examination  it  may 
turn  out  to  be  iDcapable  of  being  supported.  By  refusing 
this  rule,  we  do  not  prevent  the  parties  from  raising  the  ques- 
tion, if  they  shall  be  so  advised,  nor  prejudice  its  determi- 
nation; we  decline  only  to  render  any  assistance  in  originat- 
ing the  proceeding,  which  may  imply  a  suspicion  in  our 
minds,  that  what  has  existed  unquestioned  for  centuries  is 
referable  only  to  usurpation  on  the  crown. 

Upon  these  grounds  we  do  not  examine  minutely  the 
several  objections  above  enumerated ;  they  are  of  more  or 
le«s  weight,  and  have  received  answers  more  or  less  satis- 
factory. The  principle  of  our  decision  would  lead  us  to 
the  same  conclusion,  even  if  we  should  think  that  many  of 
tlYcm  remained  entirely  unanswered.  We  were  pressed  with 
the  anomalous  nature  and  inconvenience  of  this  jurisdiction, 
under  the  altered  circumstances  of  the  times,  especially 
that  the  power  claimed  was  irresponsible  in  its  exercise, 
and  liable  to  no  appeal.  This,  however,  is  a  matter  with 
which  we  have  no  concern.  If  abuses  are  found  to  exist, 
for  which  the  law  gives  no  remedy;  or  if  the  franchise  be 
found  objectionable  in  theory,  or  unsuited  to  the  present 
times,  application  must  be  made  elsewhere.  The  only 
question  for  us  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  8uf*< 
ficient  doubt  has  been  raised  in  our  minds  as  to  the  lawful- , 
ness  of  its  present  title,  to  make  it  proper  for  us  to  dineet  '■* 
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the  information  to  be  filed.    That  has  not  been  done^  and        issa 
this  rule  will  therefore  be  discharged.  ti!^o***^ 

Rule  discharged.  v. 

Arcrdalu 


Doe  d.  Clarkb  and  others  v.  Stillwell  and  others.  Thunday^ 

June  14tL 

IN  this  case,  by  an  award,  afterwards  made  a  rule  of  Courts     ^:  An  affir 

the  arbitrator  directed  as  follows : — ^That  the  defendant  than  a  year 

Stillwell.  •'  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  15/.,  shall  forth-  old  ma^  be 

'  used  in  moving 

With,  at  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  T.  T.  Clarke,  out  for  a  rule. 

of  court,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Token-  ^  awardTmir^ 

ham  aforesaid,  surrender  to  the  use  of  the  said  T.T.  Clarke^  ports,  and  is 

his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  piece  of  land,"  8(c.     By  the  sub»:ribiug  ^ 

terms  of  the  reference  the  award  was  to  be  published  by  witness,  to 

t  r  ^  till  ,^  w  '  "*^®  O**®'* 

the   1st  January,  18^7:   it  concluded  thus; — ''In  witness  pablishedona 
whereof  1  have  set  my  hand  this  2Srd  day  of  December,  1836.  ^t^"? /'*^' 

''  Signed  and  published  in  (Signed)    4*  B.      makes  ao  affi* 

the  presence  of  "CD.  iTuSl" 

An  affidavit  of  the  subscribing  witness,  sworn  the  4th  iished,  but 
May,  1857,  stated  that  he  saw  the  arbitrator  sign,  publish  when  it  wm 

and  declare  his  award.     It  appeared  from  other  affidavits,  published*  tba 

■^■^  '  Court  will 

that  on  the  2lst  April,  1838,  Stillwell  was  served  with  a  presume  it  to 

copy  of  the  rule  of  Court,  of  the  award,  and  of  an  affidavit  pubtishod^oo 

of  its  due  execution ;  was  required  to  perform  the  award,  the  daj  in 

and  was  told  **  that  upon  such  surrender  being  made  by  her  ^^^3^  Where 

as  aforesaid,  and  delivered  to  the  said  T.  1\  Clarke^  he,  the  »"  award,  unw 

said  T.  T,  Clarke^  should  and  would  thereupon  pay  to  her  Court,  direct* 

the  said  several  sums  of  15/.  8cc.,  and  would  also  pay  the  %^  ^^^^  ^f" 

'  .  "^  ■'      .     fendanr,  10 

costs  and  charges  of  and  incident  to  the  making  of  the  said  consideration 

surrender.    It  appeared  also,  from  an  affidavit  sworn  on  the  ^^^  "hould 

gth  May,  1838,  that  up  to  that  time  Stillwell  had  not  com*-  forthwith,  at 

plied  with  the  award  by  making  a  surrender.     A  rule  nisi  charges  of  the 

plaintiff,  sur- 
render to  him  an  estate,  and  defendant  was  afterwards  informed  that  upon  such  sur«> 
render  being  made,  she  should  thereupon  be  paid  the  said  sum  and  the  costs  of  the 
surrender  c — Held,  that  she  was  in  contempt  for  not  making  a  surrender,  although  sucb 
§am  and  costs  had  not  been  paid. 
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1888.         for  an  attachment  against  the  defendant,  for  not  performing 
the  award,  having  been  obtained  on  the  9th  May,  1838, 

Knowles  now  shewed  cause.  This  rule  is  drawn  up  ori 
Stillwell.  an  affidavit,  made  on  the  4th  May,  1 8S7f  of  the  due  publi* 
cation  of  the  award,  and  was  therefore  more  than  a  year  old 
when  the  rule  was  obtained.  No  rule  can  be  granted  on 
Ro  stale  an  affidavit:  Burt  y.  Owen  {a).  [Litifedale  J.  I 
never  understood  that  there  was  any  such  rule  of  practice ; 
and  I  find  from  the  officers  of  the  Court  that  it  is  perfectly 
new  to  them.  Wightman^  amicm  curiie,  mentioned  that  he 
was  in  the  case  cited,  and  did  not  understand  the  Court  to 
have  laid  down  any  such  rule.  Patteson  J.  There  is  such 
a  rule  as  to  an  affidavit  of  debt,  because  after  the  lapse  of  a 
year  it  is  presumed  that  the  debt  may  be  paid.] 

Another  objection  is,  that  the  award  is  not  shewn  to  have 
been  published  by  the  1st  January,  1838,  the  time  limited 
by  the  terms  of  the  submission.  The  subscribrag  witness, 
on  the  4th  May,  1838,  deposes  that  he  saw  the  award  pub- 
lished, but  does  not  say  when  it  was  published.  An  award 
is  not  considered  to  be  published  until  the  parties  have  no- 
tice that  it  is  ready  for  delivery:  Musselbrook  v.  Dunkin{h). 

Lastly,  the  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  disobedience  is 
insufficient.  There  ought  to  have  been  shewn  a  regular 
demarnd  on  the  defendant  to  perform  the  award,  and  a 
refusal  on  her  part  to  do  so.  The  costs  of  the  surrender 
were  to  be  paid  by  Cfarke,  and  ought  to  have  been  tendered 
to  the  defendant,  to  put  her  in  contempt  for  not  making  the 
surrender :  Standley  v.  Hemmington  (c). 


Sir  J.  Campbell  A.  G.,  and  Ogle,  contrA,  (having  been 
desired  to  confine  themselves  to  the  last  point,)  referred  to 
the  affidavit,  stating  that  an  offer  had  been  made  to  the  de- 
fendant to  pay  her  costs  on  making  the  surrender;  and  con- 
tended therefore  that  the  first  act  should  have  been  hers« 


(a)  1  Dowl.  P.  C.  691. 
(6)  9  Bing.  605. 


(c)  6  Taunt.  563. 
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LiTTLEDALE  J-  (fl) — It  IS  objected  that  the  award  is  not  i838. 
shewn  to  have  been  made  in  due  time ;  but  it  purports  and 
is  attested  to  be  so  made ;  and  we  must  presume  it  was 
made  according  to  the  date  on  the  face  of  it.  It  seems  that, 
when  the  defendant  was  served  with  the  rule,  she  was  re- 
quired to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  award.  It  is  true 
the  costs  of  the  surrender  would  be  paid  by  the  surrenderee; 
but  the  defendant  ought  to  have  given  notice  that  she  would 
be  ready  to  make  the  surrender  at  some  certain  time,.and  in 
what  way,  so  that  the  surrenderee  might  know  what  coats  to 
tender :  Hallings  v.  Connard  (6).  It  lay  upon  her  to  do 
the  act,  though  the  costs  were  to  be  paid  by  the  other  party. 

Patteson  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  the  case 
just  cited  by  my  brother  LitiledaUf  where  an  assurance  was 
to  be  made  at  the  costs  of  the  covenantee,  it  is  added  by 
Walmsley  J.  that,  even  where  the  manner  of  the  assurance 
is  ascertained,  and  not  left  to  the  option  of  the  covenantor, 
it  makes  no  difference ;  that  be  is  to  do  the  6r3t  act,  and  to 
make  the  assurance. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


(o)    Lord    Denman  C.  J.,  not      whole  of  the  argument,  gave  no 
having  been   present  daring  the      opinion. 

(b)  Cro.  Eliz.517. 


END   OF   TRINITY   TERM. 
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PRINCIPAL     MATTERS. 


ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

The  plaintiffs  having  sued  one  of 
two  obligors  to  a  joint  and  several 
indemnity  bond,  after  declaration, 
but  while  the  damages  were  unli- 
quidated, accepted  trom  him  216/., 
stating  It,  in  a  receipt,  to  have 
been  accepted  in  discharge  of  the 
damages  and  costs  in  that  action. 
The  plaintiffs  afterwards  brought 
another  action  on  the  same  bond 
against  the  other  obligor,  and  re- 
covered a  verdict  for  1098/.  14*. 
lid.  The  Court  held,  that  the 
composition  in  the  former  action 
was  not  a  discharge  of  the  whole 
damages  on  the  bond,  and  refused 
to  set  aside  the  verdict.  Field  v. 
RMm.  226 


ACCOUNT  STATED. 

Quare^  per  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  whe- 
ther a  count,  on  an  account  stated, 
is  demurrable  for  not  averring  the 
time  when  it  was  stated.  Webb  v. 
Baker.  87 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 

See  Master  and  Servant,  1. 

An  act  of  parliament  constituted  a 
Company  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing and  maintaining  a  canal  to  be 
passable  for  boats,      All  persons 
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were  to  be  allowed  to  navigate 
the  canal,  and  certain  tolls  were 
payable  by  them  to  the  Company. 
The  act  also  provided,  in  case  of 
obstruction  by  any  sunken  vessel, 
the  owners  of  which  should  not 
weigh  it  up  within  a  certain  time, 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
Company  to  do  so,  and  to  keep 
the  same  till  payment  were  made 
of  all  expenses  thereof: — Held, 
that  the  act  was  compulsory  upon 
the  Company,  and  that  they  were 
liable,  in  an  action  on  the  case,  for 
an  injury  occasioned  by  their  non- 
removal  in  due  time  of  a  sunken 
vessel.  Parnaby  v.  Lancaster  Canal 
Company,  522 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

Where  administration  with  the  will 
annexed  is  granted  to  a  person  as 
the  attorney  of  and  for  the  benefit 
of  the  executor,  such  person  re- 
presents the  testator  during  the 
life  of  the  executor,  or  until  he 
take  out  probate. 

Plaintin  declared  as  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed  off.,  of  the 
goods  left  unadniinistered  by  K,, 
the  executor,  who  was  alleged  to 
have  proved  the  will  by  his  at- 
torney, to  whom  administration 
with  the  will  annexed  was  granted 
3  A 
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for  the  benefit  of  K.,  which  JT.,  I 
since  deceased,  left  H.  his  execu- 
tor, whereupon  administration  with  ' 
the  will  of  F.  annexed  was  granted  | 
to  the.pkintifi;  for  the  benefit  of 
H,;  and  stated  in  the  first  count, 
that  defendants  were  indebted  to 
jr.,  as  executor  as  aforesaid,  for 
interest  of  money  forborne  by  him 
as  such  executor,  and  promised 
him  as  such  executor ;  and  in  the 
second  count,  that  defendants 
were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  as 
such  administrator  for  interest, 
&c^  and  promised  him  as  such  ad- 
ministrator:— Held,  that  the  first 
count  was  bad  in  arrest  of  j  udgment, 
as  K.  never  was  executor,  and 
the  promise  of  the  defendants  was 
in  law  to  his  attorney,  to  whom 
administration  was  granted;  but 
that  this  grant  was  ipso  facto  at 
an  end  on  the  death  of  £.,  and 
consequently  the  subseauent  grant 
to  the  plaintiff  good,  who  was  en- 
titled to  recover  under  the  second 
count  all  interest  accruing  after 
the  grant  to  him.  Saoercrop  v. 
Day.  670 


AFFIDAVIT. 

See  ClKTlORARI,  2— PHACTICE,  3. 

An  affidavit  more  than  a  year  old 
may  be  used  in  moving  for  a  rule. 
Doe  d.  Clarke  v.  StUboeil.         701 


ALTERATION. 
See  Bills  and  Notes. 

The  holder  of  an  instrument  is 
bound  to  prove  tliat  any  altera- 
tions in  it  have  been  properly 
made.  Where,  therefore,  a  bill  of 
exchange,  the  appearance  of  which 
lefl  it  uncertain  whether  it  had 
been  altered  before  or  afler  issue, 
was  submitted  to  a  jury,  with  a  di- 
rection, that  if  from  its  appear- 
ance they  believed  tlie  alteration 


to  have  been  made  before  the  bill 
was  completed,  and  while  the  ink 
was  wet,  they  should  fmd  for  the 
plaintifi;  the  Court  set  aside  a  ver* 
diet  so  found,  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  shewn  by 
extraneous  evidence  that  the  alter- 
ation was  properly  made.  Knight 
V.  dementi  and  other*.  375 


AiMENDMENT. 

See  Pleading,  VI.  5, 

In  an  action  on  a  charter-party, 
where  the  contract  is  set  out  at 
length,  and  a  promise  is  added  as 
a  formal  statement  of  the  lenl 
effect  of  the  contract: — Held,  that 
the  judge  at  nisi  prius  was  right 
in  ordering  an  amendment  to  be 
made,  stating  the  legal  effect  cor- 
rectly, although  the  defendant 
stated  in  his  affidavit  that  he  went 
down  to  try  the  issue  contained 
in  the  averment  ordered  to  be 
amended.  JVhUwiU  y.  Scheer.   398 


ANCIENT  DEED. 

Proof  of  proper  custody  of.  — See 
Evidence,  Vi. 


APOTHECARY. 

Whether  an  apothecary  is  entitled  to 
recover  for  attendances  as  well  as 
medicines,  is  a  question  of  mere 
fact  for  the  jury,  taking  into  con* 
sideration  the  distances  travelled, 
the  number  of  attendances,  the 
charge  for  medicines,  and  all  the 
other  circumstances  of  the  case, 
from  which  a  contract  for  reason- 
able compensation  can  be  implied. 
Morgan  v.  Hallen.  498 


APPEAL. 

When  not  to  be  implied  from  statute. 
— See  Chubch,  1. 
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ARBITRATION. 

See  Evidence,  VIII.  4. 

1.  By  a  judge*s  order,  which  was 
afterwards  made  a  rule  of  Court,  all 
matters  in  difference  in  an  action 
of  ejectment,  brought  on  two  se- 
veral demises,  were  referred  to  an 
arbitrator,  the  costs  of  the  suit 
and  reference  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  award,  and  the  successful 
party  to  sign  judgment  as  if  the 
action  had  been  tried  at  nisi  prius, 
and  to  proceed  in  the  usual  way 
for  the  costs  on  such  judgment. 
In  August,  1837,  the  arbitrator 
awarded  that  the  plaintiff  was 
"  entitled  to  a  certain  part  of  the 
lands  sought  to  be  recovered  in 
the  said  action/'  namely,  to  a  cer- 
tain strip  of  land  which  he  set  out 
by  metes  and  bounds.  No  at- 
tempt was  made  to  set  aside  the 
award  itself,  but  judgment  having 
been  entered  up  a  rule  was  ob- 
tained by  the  defendants,  in  Hilary 
term,  1838,  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment and  to  restrain  execution : — 
Held,  that  the  defendants  must  be 
confined  to  objections  appearing 
on  the  fkce  of  the  award,  as  if 
they  were  showing  cause  against  a 
rule  for  an  attachment. 

Per  Littledale  and  Patteson  Js., 
that  the  award  was  bad  on  the 
face  of  it,  for  want  of  finality,  be- 
cause it  professed  to  deal  with 
part  only  of  the  premises  in  ques- 
tion, and  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  residue  had  been  taken  into 
consideration. 

Per  Patieson  and  Coleridge  Js., 
that  it  was  likewise  bad  for  not 
stating  on  which  of  the  two  de- 
mises plaintiff  had  succeeded. 

Quaere,  whether  it  was  not  in- 
cumbent upon  the  arbitrator  to 
award  to  the  plaintiff  nominal  da- 
mages. Doe  d.  Madkina  v»  Horner 
and  another.  344 

S»  By  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
certain  lands,  it  waa    stipulated 


that  the  title  should  be  made  out 
to  the  satisfaction  of  a  third  person. 
A  dispute  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  title  was  referred  to  an  arbi- 
trator, with  power  to  settle  all 
questions  arising  ont  of  the  agree- 
ment, who  awarded  that  the  title 
should  be  taken  with  a  bond  of 
indemnity  in  case  of  eviction : — 
Held,  that  the  award  was  bad,  be- 
cause the  arbitrator  had  exceeded 
his  authority  in  ordering  a  bond 
of  indemnity  to  be  taken,  and  be- 
cause he  had  not  decided  upon 
the  validity  of  the  title.  Ross  v. 
Boards.  882 

ATTORNEY. 
See  Pleading,  III.— Teespass,  2. 

1,  The  month,  af^er  the  delivery  of 
his  bill,  before  an  attorney  can 
commence  an  action  for  its  amount, 
under  2  Geo.  2,  c.  23,  s.  23,  must 
consist  of  twenty-eight  days,  ex- 
clusively of  both  the  day  of  deli- 
vering the  bill  and  of  commencing 
the  action.    Blunt  v.  Heshp.    553 

2.  The  Court  will  not  strike  an  at- 
torney off  the  roll,  on  an  affidavit 
alleging  a  distinct  case  of  perjury, 
unless  enough  appears  on  his  own 
admi$sion  to  render  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  jury  unnecessary.  In  re 
.  389 

ATTORNMENT. 
See  Stamp,  3. 


BANKRUPT. 

1.  Where  a  tenant,  at  a  rent  payable 
half-yearly,  against  whom  a  fiat  of 
bankruptcy  issues  during  a  cur- 
rent half-year,  delivers  up  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  to  bis  land- 
lord, accordmg  to  6  Geo,  4,  a  1 6, 
8.  75,  he  is .  not  liable  in  assump- 
sit for  his  use  and  occupation  for 
the  portion  of  the  half-year  prior 
to  the  fiat. 

3a2 
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A  tenant  under  a  parol  agree- 
ment is  within  the  protection  of 
tliift  sectioBU  Slock  v,  Shaq^.  390 
2.  The  daroages  ar i&ing  from  a  breach 
of  contract  to  accept  goods  at  a 
certain  price  on  a  certain  day,  are 
not  proveable  under  a  commission 
of  bankruptcy* 

Contracts  to  deliver  stock  on  a 
certaiA  day,  are  an  exception  to 
this  rule,  Gree^  v.  BkkneiL  634 
«•  Section  127  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
which  vests  in  his  assignees  nil  the 
future  estate  and  eifects  of  a  bank- 
rupt, who  does  not  pay  15s,  in  the 
pound  under  Ivis  second  commis- 
sion, in  his  assignees,  is  retro- 
spective. 

In  assumpsit  to  recover  a  sum 
of  money,  defendant  pleaded  that 
plaintiff  had  been  twice  a  bank- 
rupt, and  that  he  had  not  paid  \5i, 
in  the  pound  under  the  second 
commission : — Held,  on  special  de- 
murrer, to  be  a  good  plea,  as  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  127,  had  di- 
vested his  estate  in  liis  assignees 
absolutely,  and  did  not  leave  him 
a  right  of  action  subject  to  their 
interference.    Yuufig  v.  Rhhwdrth, 

585 

BATTERY. 

Throwing  water  on  a  person  is  a 
battery.     Purscll  v.  Honne,      564 

BEER. 

See  Quo  WAaaAVTo,  1. 

A  conviction  for  keeping  open  a  beer- 
house at  times  prohibited  by  the 
order  of  justices  under  11  Geo,  4 
and  1  JVill.  4,  c.  64,  and  4  &  5 
fTi//.  4,  c.  85,  is  bad,  if  it  omit  to 
aver  that  the  justices  made  such 
an  order,  and  to  state  the  parti- 
cular time  at  which  the  beer-house 
was  so  kept  open. 

The  seven  days,  which  a  party 
convicted  under  the  above  acts,  has 
for  paying  a  penalty  imposed  on 
him  before  a  distress  warrant  can 


issue,  are  to  be  reckoned  one  day 
inclusively'and  the  other  exclusive- 
ly, and  if  the  warrant  is  issued  too 
soon,  it  is  not  bad  because  it  was 
dated  too  soon.  Newman  v.  Earl 
Hardmcke,  368 

BENEFICE. 

Charge  on. — See  Clerotman. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

The  addition  of  a  name  as  a  second 
surety  to  a  joint  and  several  pro- 
missory note,  after  it  has  issued, 
but  with  consent  of  all  the  parties 
to  it,  is  not  a  material  alteration, 
so  as  to  preclude  the  original 
surety,  who  has  paid  a  moiety  of 
it,  from  recovering  the  amount  as 
money  paid  to  the  use  of  the 
maker.     Cattin  v.  Simpson,       248 

BOND. 

See  Accord  and  Satisfaction*. 

BRIDGE. 
See  Evidence,  V. 

1 .  The  owner  of  a  bridge,  resting  on 
piles  driven  into  the  soil,  one  end 
of  which  was  in  the  parish  of  A., 
and  the  other  in  the  parish  of  B., 
in  which  parish  was  situated  the 
toll-house,  is  rateable  for  an  occu- 
pation of  land  in  A.  pro  raid,  al- 
though the  road  over  the  bridge 
was  repaired  by  other  persons. 

Where  tolls  traverse  of  a  bridge 
were  let  at  a  yearly  rent,  but  not 
by  deed  : — Held,  that  no  interest 
passed,  and  that  the  owner  of  the 
bridge  was  rateable  in  respect  of 
his  beneficial  occupation  thereof. 
The  Queen  v.  Marqttis  of  SaUsbur^. 

476 

2.  Where  there  is  a  prescriptive  lia- 
bility to  repair  a  bridge,  it  is  an 
intendment  of  law,  in  the  absence 
of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
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that  tbe  liability  extends  to  SOO 
feet  of  the  approaches  at  each  end 
of  the  bridge.  The  Queen  v.  Mayor 
Src,  of  Lincoln.  273 

CERTIORARI. 

1.  A  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
having  quashed  an  order  of  re- 
moval, and  refused  to  state  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Queen's 
Bench,  a  writ  of  certiorari  was 
obtained  to  bring  up  their  order. 
The  clerk  of  the  peace  returned 
the  orders  and  notices,  and  a  state- 
ment of  the  facts  relating  to  the 
appeal*  by  which  it  appeared  that 
the  notice  of  the  grounds  of  ap- 
peal, sent  under  the  4&  5  Will,  4, 
c.  l^y  8.  81,  was  defective.  A  rule 
having  been  obtained  to  quash  the 
order  of  sessions,  and  to  confirm 
the  original  order,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  discharged  the 
rule^  as  there  was  no  precedent 
for  such  a  course  of  practice.  Tke 
Qtffm  v.  Inhabitants  of  Abergele. 

406 

2.  An  affidavit  for  a  certiorari,  to 
remove  an  inquisition  taken  to 
assess  compensation  under  a  rail- 
way act,  should  set  out  an  exact 
copy  of  the  inquisition,  or  account 
for  the  omission. 

Such  an  affidavit  should  also 
distinctly  set  out  particular  facts, 
sufficient  to  raise  a  question  of  law 
and  a  presumption  of  error  in  the 
inquisition.  An  affidavit,  there- 
fore, whichjr  after  reciting  that  the 
inquisition  stated  certain  lands 
were  authorized  to  be  taken  under 
tbe  act,  added  generally,  "  which 
deponent  asserts  is  not  the  fact/' 
is  insufficient. 

The  following  words  in  an  affi- 
davit, *'  and  deponent  further  ob- 
jects" that  there  was  no  notice, 
&c.  are  bad,  as  not  amounting  to 
a  categorical  allegation.  The  Queen 
Vs  Manchester  and  Leeds  Railway 
Compant/.  439 


CHURCH. 

1 .  Under  the  59  Geo.  S,  c.  1 34,  s.  39, 
the  commissioners  for  building  new 
churches  have  the  power  of  stop- 
ping up  unnecessary  paths  in 
church-yards,  on  ffiving  notice  in 
the  manner  and  form  prescribed 
by  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  68.  The  no- 
tice prescribed  by  that  act  states, 
that  the  order  will  be  lodged  at 
the  next  quarter  sessions,  and  will 
then  be  confirmed  and  inroUed, 
unless  upon  an  appeal  against  the 
same,  to  be  then  made,  it  be  other- 
wise determined.  The  59  Oeo.  3, 
c.  134,  contained  no  other  enact* 
ment  relating  to  an  appeal : — Held, 
that  although  it  appeared  to  be  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  give 
an  appeal  against  the  order  of  the 
commissioners,  they  had  not  car- 
ried that  intention  into  effect. 
The  Queen  ▼.  Stock.  420 

Bate. 

2.  Jac.  \,  by  letters-patent^  granted 
the  rectory  of  St.  S.  to  certain 
persons  and  their  heirs,  in  trust 
for  the  wardens  of  St.  S„  enjoining 
them,  out  of  the  revenue  thereof 
to  maintain  two  chaplains,  and  to 
repair  their  parish  church,  and  to 
pay  the  chaplains  certain  salaries. 
By  a  local  act,  reciting  these  let- 
ters-patent, and  that  the  parish 
church  was  very  chargeable,  and 
the  revenue'  did  not  extend  to 
repair  tbe  chuveh  and  allow  any 
reasonable  maintenance  to  the 
chaplains,  it  was  enacted,  that  the 
inhabitants  of  St.  S.  should  be 
discharged  from  tithes,  and  that  in 
consideration  thereof  the  wardens, 
with  six  of  the  inhabitants,  might 
make  a  rate  every  year,  and  that 
the  wardens  should  pay  to  the 
chaplains  certain  salaries,  which 
should  be  in  lieu  of  all  salaries  to 
be  paid  under  the  letters-patent, 
and  all  the  residue  of  the  rate  to 
be  applied  to  the  rcj^iairs  of  the 
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church.  A  subieqaent  local  act 
directed  that  the  rate  should  be 
made  by  the  wardens,  overseers  of 
the  poor,  and  other  inhabitants  of 
the  parish,  in  vestry  assembled; 
and  that  out  of  the  rate  so  collected 
the  wardens  should  pay  the  sala- 
ries &c.,  and  apply  the' remainder 
to  the  repairs  of  the  church.  The 
inhabitants  having  refused  to  make 
a  rate  under  this  act,  and  the  s^a- 
ries  of  the  chaplains  being  unpaid, 
and  the  church  out  of  repair,  the 
Court  directed  a  mandamus  to  the 
wardens  and  inhabitants  to  make 
a  rate :—  Held,  that  the  rule  was 
rightly  directed,  as  the  wardens 
had  no  power  to  make  a  rate  alone. 
The  return  of  the  inhabitants 
stated  that  the  wardens  were  lia- 
ble, on  their  covenant  in  the  letters- 
patent,  to  pay  portion  of  the  sala- 
ries and  to  repair  the  church,  and 
that  they  had  sufficient  yearly  re- 
venue for  that  purpose,  the  rate 
being  only  intended  to  be  a  rate  in 
aid : — Held,  that  whatever  might 
be  their  liability  or  their  revenue, 
as  to  the  church  repairs,  the  acts 
of  parliament  give  the  rate  to  the 
chaplains  as  the  only  fund  for  pay- 
ment of  their  salaries,  and  in  lieu 
of  all  others.  The  Queen  v.  The 
Wardens  SfC,  of  St,  Saviours,  South- 
work.  126 


CHURCH  BUILDING  ACTS. 
See  Vestey,  2. 

CLERGYMAN. 

See  Corporation,  9. 

1.  The  defendant,  who  was  a  bene- 
ficed clergyman,  granted,  in  1813, 
an  annuity,  which  he  charged  on 
his  rectory  of  S.,  demising  it  for 
a  term  of  years  to  a  trustee.  In 
1825,  this  and  other  annuities,  with 
the  terms  thereby  created,  were  by 
deed  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  on 
his  advancing  4400/.  to  take  tliem 


up,  and  an  annuity  of  574^.  9s. 
granted  him ;  the  defendant,  by  the 
same  deed,  again  demised  bis  rec- 
tory of  S.,  and  alao  his  vicarage 
of  W.,  for  a  term,  giving  power  to 
the  plaintiff  to  sequester  the  rec- 
tory and  vicarage  respectively,  if 
he  should  think  fit.  The  deed 
also  stated  that  the  defendant  had 
executed  a  warrant  of  attorney,  of 
even  date  therewith,  authorizing 
the  plaintiff  to  enter  up  judgment 
for  8800/.  (being  double  the  sum 
advanced),  which  it  was  intended 
should  be  a  collateral  security  only, 
and  that  no  execution  should  issue 
unless  the  annuity  was  in  arrear 
for  twenty  days.  The  warrant  of 
attorney  recited  the  deed,  which 
stated  the  grant  of  the  annuity  of 
1818,  and  of  the  other  annuities, 
and  the  transfer  of  tliem  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  grant  of  the  an- 
nuity of  574/.  9«.,  and  <<  for  the 
further  securing  of  the  regular 
payment  of  the  said  annuity  or 
yearly  sum  of  574/.  9^.''  Sec,  au- 
thorized judgment  to  be  entered 
up  against  the  defendant  in  the 
common  form. 

In  1882,  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  ejectment  to  recover  the  rectory 
of  S.,  under  the  term  granted  in 
1813,  and  in  July,  1888,  obtained 
possession.  In  June,  1888,  the 
annuity  being  861/.  in  arrear,  the 
plaintiff  sued  out  a  levari  facias, 
and  sequestered  the  vicarage  of  W. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained, 
in  Trinity  terra,  1886,  to  set  aside 
the  warrant  of  attorney,  on  the 
ground  of  its  being  a  charge  on  a 
benefice,  and  the  sequestration, 
on  the  ground  of  its  being  kept 
in  force  to  satisfy  arrears  subse- 
quently accruing,  all  arrears  due 
at  the  time  of  the  sequestration 
issuing  having  been  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  S.: — Held,  that 
the  warrant  of  attorney  was  not 
void,  as  it  did  not  in  terms  charge 
the  benefice;  that  the  sequestra- 
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tion  was  valid,  at  tbe  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  appropriate  tbe  profits 
of  S.  to  the  new  arrears  o£  the 
annuity,  and  to  keep  the  seques- 
tradoD  on  foot  till  the  old  arrears 
of  861/.  were  levied  out  of  W. 
Moore  v.  Ramiden.  180 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Covenant. 

CONTEMPT. 

1 .  Where  an  arbitrator  awarded^  that 
in  consideration  of  a  certain  sum, 
S.  should  forthwith,  at  the  costs 
and  charges  of  T,,  surrender  to 
him  a  copyhold  estate,  and  S.  was 
informed  that,  upon  such  surren- 
der being  made,  she  would  be  paid 
tlie  said  sum  and  costs: — Held, 
that  she  was  bound  to  surrender 
in  the  first  instance,  and  that  she 
was  in  contempt  for  non-compli- 
ance with  the  award,  although  such 
sum  and  costs  had  not  been  paid. 
Doe  d.  Clarke  v.  StiiiweU.         701 


COPYHOLD. 
See  Estate,  2,  S. 

CORPORATION. 

See  Pleading,  1. — Quo  Warranto. 

1*  The  returning  officer,  at  an  elec- 
tion of  councillors,  under  the  5  & 
6  fViU.  4,  c.  76,  has  merely  the 
ministerial  duty  to  perform  of  re- 
turning the  candidates  who  have 
the  actual  majority  of  votes,  with- 
out re&renoe  to  their  possessing 
or  not,  in  his  judgment,  the  proper 
qualification :  and  where,  to  a  quo 
warranto  for  exercising  the  office 
of  counciUor,  tbe  defendant  pleaded 
that  be  was  duly  elected,  and  issue 
was  joined  thereon,  it  was  held 
suflraent  for  the  relator  to  prove 
at  the  trial  that  other  candidates 
bad  tbe  actual  majority,  without 
proving  their  qualification. 


The  voting  papers  given  in  at 
the  election  of  counoillors,  which 
by  section  3^  the  pnayor  is  to 
cause  to  be  kept  in  the  town 
clerk's  office  for  six  months  after 
the  election,  are  not  such  public 
documents  as  to  prove  themselves 
on  production  from  the  proper 
custody.  Where,  therefore,  such 
papers  having  been  handed  over 
by  the  mayor  to  the  town  clerk, 
were  by  bis  clerk  delivered  over 
to  the  cierk  of  the  succeeding 
town  clerk,  who  produced  them 
at  the  trial :  it  was  held,  that  the 
former  town  clerk  also  should 
have  been  called  to  prove  that  the 
papers  transmitted  by  him  were 
the  same  which  he  had  received 
from  the  mayor. 

Quwre,  In  quo  warranto  to  in- 
quire into  the  validity  of  the  elec- 
tion of  councillors,  can  the  title  of 
the  burgesses  who  voted,  and 
whose  names  are  on  the  burgess 
roll,  be  gone  into  ?  The  Queen  v. 
Ledgard.  513 

2,  On  the  20th  July,  1836,  at  a 
meeting  of  tbe  town  council  of  a 
borough,  a  resolution  was  passed 
that  S.  should  be  elected  town 
clerk.  This  office  had  usually 
been  held  in  conjunction  with  that 
of  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  at  an 
entire  salary,  and  S.  deposed  to 
his  belief  that  he  was  elected  to 
both  offices  ;  but  at  this  time  the 
old  borough  sessions  having  been 
abolished  on  the  1st  of  May  pre- 
ceding by  the  Municipal  Corpo- 
ration Act,  and  no  new  grant  of 
sessions  having  issued,  the  office 
of  clerk  of  the  peace  did  not  exist. 
On  the  25 th  July  following  the 
council  again  met,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  one  of  the  members,  who 
had  been  present  on  the  previous 
occasion,  rescinded  their  prior  re- 
solution, and  elected  defendant 
town  clerk,  before  security  had 
been  taken  from  S.  for  the  due 
execution  of  his  office  under  the 
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58th  section  of  the  Act,  and  before 
any  official  intimation  to  him  of 
his  appointment.  On  the  15th 
August  in  the  same  year,  a  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  was  granted 
to  the  borough,  and  defendant  was 
then  elected  derk  of  the  peace 
also.  A  rule  nisi  for  a  quo  war- 
ranto having  been  obtained  against 
him,  on  the  around  that  he  had 
not  been  duly  elected  to  either 
office,  that  S.  had  been  elected 
and  had  never  been  legally  re- 
moved, and  that  both  offices  were 
full  at  the  time  of  the  supposed 
election  of  the  defendant ;  the 
Court  discharged  it  with  coets, 
and  held  that  there  bad  been  a 
good  removal  of  S.  from  the  office 
of  town  clerk,  and  that  he  could 
not  set  up  want  of  notice  of  the 
meeting  of  the  25th  July,  no  such 
objection  appearing  in  either  the 
rule  or  the  amdavits. 

Quctrcy  whether  it  was  requisite 
that  there  should  have  been  notice 
of  the  meeting,  which  was  an  ad- 
journed quarterly  meeting,  and  a 
summons  to  the  members  of  the 
town  council  to  attend  ?  The  Queen 
V.  Thomas.  288 

3.  The  defendant's  title  to  the  office 
of  alderman  was  questioned  by 
quo  warranto,  on  the  ground  that, 
although  he  had  a  majoritv  of 
votes,  the  full  number  of  alder- 
men for  the  borough,  at  the  first 
election  after  the  passing  of  the  5 
&  6  JVill,  4,  c.  76,  had  not  been 
elected,  and  that  therefore  his 
election  was  void.  On  demurrer 
to  a  replication  setting  out  the 
above  circumstances  to  shew  the 
defect  in  defendant's  title,  the 
Court  held,  that  the  defect,  if 
any,  was  cured  by  the  1  Vict. 
c.  78,  s.  2,  and  gave  judgment  for 
him. 

Held,  also,  that  the  prosecutor 
was  not  entitled  to  costs  under 
section  20,  as  no  application  to 
discontinue   the    proceedings  al- 


ready commenced  had  been  made 
immediately  after  the  paaring  of 
the  act.  Tke  Queen  v.  ff.  L 
Robert*.  295 

4.  Previous  to  the  annual  election  of 
councillors  in  November,  in  a 
borough  divided  into  wards,  the 
mayor  published  a  notice,  pur- 
porting to  be  made  with  tlie  con- 
currence of  the  aldermen  and  as- 
sessors* to  the  effect  that  two  va- 
cancies were  to  be  filled  up,  one 
in  the  room  of  A.  B.,  going  out 
by  rotation,  and  one  in  the  room 
oi  C.  D.,  who  had  been  declared 
a  bankrupt.  The  council  had  not 
declared  the  office  of  C.  Z).  to  be 
void,  or  given  any  notice  thereof. 
At  the  election,  250  burgesses 
voted  for  two  candidates  jointly, 
and  120  voted  for  a  third  singly : 
— Held,  that  the  votes  given  for 
the  two  candidates  were  thrown 
away,  and  that  the  third  candidate, 
to  whom  120  votes  were  given, 
was  duly  elected.  The  Queen  v. 
The  Mayor  and  Corporation  of  Leeds. 

145 

5.  Semble,  the  votes  given  at  a  mu- 
nicipal election,  for  a  candidate 
rendered  inel^ble  by  the  express 
words  of  an  act  of  parliament,  in 
consequence  of  bis  holding  another 
office  m  the  same  corporation,  are 
not  thrown  away,  uiuess  express 
notice  of  the  ineligibility  has  been 
given  to  the  voters.  At  an  annual 
election  of  councillors  in  one  of 
the  wards  of  a  borough  divided 
into  two  wards,  a  majority  of  votes 
was  declared  in  favour  of  a  can- 
didate who  was  an  assessor  for  the 
other  ward.  No  notice  of  ineli- 
gibility of  this  candidate  had  been 
given,  but  the  ma^or  rejected  his 
name  from  the  list  published  by 

.  him,  pursuant  to  section  35  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  and 
inserted  the  name  of  a  candidate 
having  a  minority  of  votes,  who 
accepted  the  office.  The  Court 
granted  a  quo  warranto  against 
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tbe  latter  candidBte.     The  Queen 
V.  Nioms,  148 

6.  A  party  elected  to  a  corporate 
office  has  a  right  to  be  admitted 
previously  to  making  the  decla- 
ration required  by  the  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  17,  s.  if  to  be  made  "  within 
one  calendar  month  next  before  or 
upon  his  admission."  Rex  v.  Hum- 
jmery.  681 

7.  Where  a  quo  warranto  informa- 
tion has  been  brought  against  a 
municipal  officer  for  a  defect  in 
his  election,  cured  by  7  Will,  4  & 
1  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  2,  application  to 
discontinue  should  have  been  made 
immediately  after  the  passing  of 
that  act,  in  order  to  entitle  the  re- 
lator to  his  costs.  Tke  Queen  v. 
fr.  Roberts.  592 

8.  Under  section  92  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act,  which  gives 
an  appeal  against  the  borough- 
rate,  and  empowers  the  recorder 
to  hear  and  determine  the  same  as 
in  the  case  of  an  appeal  against 
any  county  rate,  notice  of  the  ap- 
peal to  the  town  clerk  is  sufficient, 
as  he  is  the  officer  of  the  town 
council  who  made  the  rate.  The 
Queen  v.  The  Recorder  of  the 
Borough  of  Carmarthen.  19 

9.  The  corporation  of  Liverpool,  in 
compliance  with  certain  local  acts, 
built  a  church,  and  appointed  a 
person  to  officiate  therein  by  the 
name  of"  minister.*'  They  also,  of 
their  own  accord,  and  independ- 
ently of  these  acts,  appointed  a 
clergyman  as  **  lecturer  to  assist 
him  in  the  general  duties  of  his 
office.  The  lecturer  having  been 
removed,  after  receiving  a  regular 
stipend  for  more  than  seven  years 
before  the  passing  of  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  76,  claimed  compensa- 
tion for  the  loss  of  his  office  as 
"  minister"  under  section  68  : — 
Held,  that  the  word  "  minister" 
was  to  be  interpreted  liberally, 
and  without  reference  to  the  way 
in  which  it  was  used  in  the  local 


acts,  and  that  tbe  claimant  was 
entitled  to  compensation.  The 
Queen  v.  Mayor^  3fc.  of  LherpooL 

280 

10.  In  1794  the  corporation  of  Bath 
appointed  A.  B.  assistant  cham- 
berlain of  the  city  for  a  year  at  a 
yearly  salary.  In  1804  the  salary 
of  A.B.  was  raised.  In  1810 
C.  D.  was  appointed  assistant 
chamberlain  by  the  chamberlain, 
and  he  continued  to  hold  this 
office  till  the  passing  of  the  Muni- 
cipal Corporation  Act.  In  1827 
the  corporation  had  again  raised 
the  salary.  On  the  passing  of  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  the 
office  of  C.  D.  was  abolished,  and 
a  claim  having  been  made  by  him 
for  compensation,   the  Lords  of 

/  the  Treasury  awarded  that  his 
office  was  not  the  subject  of  com- 
pensation within  the  66th  section 
of  the  act ;  and  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  confirmed  their 
decision.    Ex  parte  Harvey.     159 

1 1 .  In  the  borough  of  P.  a  local  act 
empowered  the  mayor  and  corpo- 
ration to  appoint  certain  officers 
(amongst  them  a  quay  master), 
and  also  to  displace  them  from 
time  to  time,  and  to  assign  them 
salaries  out  of  the  wharfage  dues 
collected  under  the  act.  The  re- 
mainder of  the  dues  collected  was 
appropriated  by  the  act  to  the 
harbour  of  P.  The  town  council 
elected  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4, 
c.  76i  who  by  section  72  are  made 
trustees  for  executing  all  acts  re- 
lating to  the  borough,  having  dis- 
placed a  (luay  master  appointed 
before  the  Municipal  Act : — Held, 
that  he  was  displaced  under  the 
local  act,  and  therefore  was  not 
entitled  to  compensation  as  an 
officer  displaced  under  the  Muni- 
cipal Act. 

Quaere,  whether  the  office  of 
quay  master,  the  salary  of  which 
arose  from  the  dues  coUected 
under  the  local  act,  is  a  borough 
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office  ?     The  Queen  v.  Mayors  ^c. 
of  Poole.  119 

12.  Where  the  Lords  of  the  Trea- 
sury award  compensation  to  an 
officer  in  a  borough,  on  his  being 
removed  from  office  by  the  town 
council,  if  the  office  is  not  a  borough 
office,  or  the  removal  is  not  made 
under  the  5  &  6  fTtU.  4,  c.  75,  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  have  no  ju- 
risdiction. Tie  Queen  v.  Mayor, 
^c.  of  Poole.  119 

13.  The  minutes  of  a  meeting  of 
town  council  ought  to  be  drawn 
up  and  signed  by  the  chairman  at 
the  time  of  the  meeting,  under  s, 
CD  of  5  &  6  miL  4,  c.  76.  The 
Queen  v.  The  Mayor  and  Town 
Council  of  Evesham.  Sol 

14.  The  duty  of  appointing  in- 
spectors of  weights  and  measures 
&c.,  under  5  &  6  IVilL  4,  c.  63, 
has,  by  the  Municipal  Corporation 
Act,  5&6  Will  4,  c.  76,  devolved 
upon  recorders  of  boroughs.  The 
Queen  v.  Recorder  of  Hull.        595 

COSTS. 

See  Corporation,  S,  7 — Crimih al 
Law,  1 — Mandamus,  8. 

I.  The  New  Rules,  4  Will.  4,  c.  7, 
have  not  repealed  the  4th  ^nne^ 
c.  16^  8.  5,  as  to  double  pleading. 
Where,  therefore,  to  an  action  of 
assumpsit,  on  the  warranty  of  a 
horse,  the  defendant  pleaded — 1, 
non  assumpsit ;  2,  that  the  horse 
was  sound :  and  a  verdict  having 
been  found  for  liim  on  the  first 
plea,  and  against  him  on  the  second, 
the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  cer- 
tified that  he  had  probable  cause 
for  pleading  the  second  plea,— he 
was  held  to  be  exempted  by  the 
statute  from  paying  any  costs  in 
respect  of  it.  Robinson  v.  Messen- 
ger. 583 

ft.  Trespass  for  breaking  and  enter- 
ing a  dwelling-house.  Pleas — 1, 
not  guilty;  2,  that  the  messuage 


was  not  the  roeasuage  of  the  pkin- 
tiff;  3,  liberum  tenemeatum.   Re- 

Slication,  that  the  defendant  had 
eroised  to  the  plaintifi;  and  broke 
and  entered  during  the  denuse. 
The  plaintifi*  obtamed  a  verdict, 
with  1/.  damages,  and  the  judge 
certified  under  the  43  £la.  c.  9: — 
Held,  that  the  phuntifi*  was  entitled 
to  full  costs  notwithstanding.  Tko- 
mas  V.  Doxies.  567 

3.  Where  a  declaration  charged  the 
defendant  with  assaulting  the  plain- 
tiff, and  throwing  water  upon  him, 
and  also  with  wetting,  damaging, 
and  spoiling  his  clothes,  and  the 
defendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  as- 
saulting and  wetting,  damaging 
and  spoiling  the  clothes,  a  justifi- 
cation, and  to  the  residue  of  the 
trespasses,  not  guilty : — Held,  as 
the  wetting  of  the  clothes  was  not 
necessarily  a  battery,  that  there 
was  no  justification  of  the  battery ; 
so  that  the  judge  who  tried  the 
cause  might  have  certified,  under 
22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  9,  that  the  bat- 
tery was  proved,  and  that,  as  he 
had  not  done  so,  the  plaintiff*,  who 
recovered  less  than  40«.  damages, 
was  not  entitled  to  costs.  Pwsell 
V.  Home.  564 

4.  Where,  to  an  action  of  libel,  there 
are  pleas  of  not  guilty,  and  a  justi- 
fication, and  the  defendant  gives 
no  evidence  of  justification,  but 
obtains  a  verdict  on  the  general 
issue,  the  plaintifi*  is  entitled  to  a 
verdict  and  his  coats  on  the  plea 
of  justification.  Empson  v.  Fmrfax 
and  another,  885 

5.  If  a  defendant  puts  in  special  bail, 
without  being  actually  arrested,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  costs  under  the 
43  Geo*  3,  c.  46,  s.  3.  Jemee  v. 
Askew.  495 


COVENANT. 
See  Payment  into  Court. 

1.   Declaration  in   coveoant  aUited 
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Uni  the  plamtiff,  by  indenture 
dated  the  21  st  March,  1828,  de- 
mised certain  prenaises,  from  the 
2Sth  March  then  instant,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  seven  years 
then  next  ensuing,  wanting  seven 
days,  to  the  defendant,  yielding 
and  paying  therefore  yearly  and 
every  year,  during  said  term,  the 
yearly  rent  of  285/.,  by  four  equal 
quarterly  payments,  on  the  25  th 
March,  the  24th  June,  the  29th 
September,  and  the  25  th  Decem- 
ber, in  every  year,  commendngfrvm 
add  25/A  March  then  inittuit^  and 
that  defendant  covenanted  to  pay 
rent  accordingly,  but  that  in  breach 
thereof,  in  the  last  year  of  the  said 
term,  he  had  only  paid  half  of  the 
rent,  and  that  on  the  25  th  March, 
1835,  there  was  due  140/.  for  two 
quarterly  payments.  The  defend- 
ant pleaded  payment  into  Court  of 
the  first  quarter,  and  demurred  ge- 
nerally to  the  insufficiency  of  the 
alleged  breach  of  covenant,  in  re- 
spect of  the  last  quarterly  pay- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  it  ap- 
peared on  the  face  of  the  declara- 
tion that  the  second  quarter's  rent, 
mentioned  in  the  breach,  did  not 
become  due  "  during  the  term,"  as 
stipulated  in  the  covenant.  The 
Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tifir,  construing  the  covenant  to  be 
for  payment  of  a  beforehand  rent, 
the  first  quarter  being  payable  on 
the  25th  March,  1828,  the  day  of 
the  commencement  of  the  term,  so 
that  the  whole  rent  was  payable 
within  the  term.  Hopkins  v.  Hd- 
more,  453 

2.  A.,  by  a  voluntary  conveyance, 
covenanted  that  his  executors 
should  invest  a  certain  sum  in  the 
three  per  cents.,  in  the  corporate 
name  of  the  vicar  of  H.,  m  the 
corporate  names  of  the  church- 
wardens of  H.,  and  in  the  corpo- 
rate name  of  the  archdeacon  of  C, 
in  trust  to  pay  1 0/.  per  annum  to 
the  parish  school,  and  the  remain- 


der in  charities.  In  an  action  on 
the  covenant  against  the  execu- 
tors:—  Held,  on  demurrer,  that 
there  was  nothing  contrary  to  law 
in  the  covenant,  nor  did  it  appear 
to  be  impossible  to  be  performed, 
although  it  may  be  questionable 
whether  churchwardens  are  corpo- 
rations, except  for  particular  paro- 
chial purposes. 

Qucere,  if  a  party  covenants  to 
do  an  impossible  act,  whether  he 
is  not  liable  in  damages  for  his 
breach  of  covenant  ?  Tufnellj  clerk, 
V.  Constable  and  Bailey,  executors, 

47 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  An  indictment  for  an  indecent  ex- 
posure of  the  person  before  one 
J.  S,  with  the  intent  to  provoke 
him  to  commit  an  unnatural  crime, 
is  not  within  s.  23  of  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  64,  so  as  to  enable  the  Court 
before  whom  it  is  tried  to  grant 
the  costs  of  the  prosecution.  The 
Queen  v. .  627 

2.  An  indictment  for  obtaining  goods 
by  false  pretences  must  state  to 
whom  the  goods  belonged,  and  if 
it  do  not,  it  will  not  be  cured  by 
verdict,  under  7  Geo  A,  c.  64,  s.  21. 
Martin  v.  Tlie  Queen,  472 


DEED. 
See  Evidence,  IV.  1,  VI. 


DEVISE. 

See  Statute  or  Frauds. 

1 .  A  devise  is  sufficiently  signed  within 
the  5th  section  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  by  the  devisor  putting  his 
mark,  instead  of  his  signing  his 
name  to  it,  although  he  was  an 
educated  person,  and  able  to  write 
well.     Taylor  v.  Dening,  228 

2.  Devise  of  freehold  lands  (before 
7  Will.  4  &  1  Fiat,  c.  26,  s.  29)  to 
trustees,   and  the   survivors   and 
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survivor  of  thein,  and  the  heire  of 
such  survivor  (subject  to  an  an* 
nuity  of  /.  jD.  H.  and  her  assigns, 
payable  by  such  trustees;  and 
also  to  so  much  of  the  devisor's 
just  debts,  legacies,  &c.  as  the  re- 
sidue of  his  personal  estate  should 
not  extend  unto),  upon  trust  to 
receive  the  rents,  issues,  and  pro- 
fits, and  pay  them  to  the  devisor*s 
wife  during  her  life,  continuing  his 
widow;  and  from  and  after  her 
death  and  marriage^  '*  upon  trust 
to  apply  the  said  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  towards  the  maintain- 
ance  and  support  of  my  daughter 
Isabella^  antu  she  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-five  years;  and  from 
and  after  her  attaining  that  age, 
'^then  upon  trust  as  to  my  real 
estate,  subject  and  charged  as 
aforesaid*  for  my  said  daughter 
Isabella,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever.  But  in  case  it  should  happen 
that  my  said  daughter  Imbdla 
depart  this  life  wiSiout  leaving 
issue  lawfully  begotten*"  then  to 
W.  H.  and  J.  D.  H.,  their  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in 
common.  The  devisor  also  gave 
a  power  to  the  trustees,  in  order 
to  raise  money  for  payment  of 
debts  &c.,  to  sell  in  fee  any  part 
of  the  prembes  devised. 

The  devisor's  wife  died  during 
his  life- time. 

The  trustees  sold  part  of  the 
real  estates  for  payment  of  the 
devisor's  debts,  ht^ltoj  after  his 
death,  sufifered  a  recovery,  "  in 
order  to  bar  and  extinguish  all 
her  estates  tail  in  the  said  he- 
reditaments. "  She  alkerwards 
died  under  twenty- five,  widiout 
leaving  any  issue  of  her  body: — 
Held,  that  Isabella  took  an  equit- 
able estate  tail  under  his  devise. 

That  the  estate  tail  of  Isabella 
was  vested  on  the  death  of  the 
devisor. 

That  the  trustees  took  a  lesal 
fee  shnple  in  the  whole  of  tne 


lands  compriaed  in  the. devise,  for 
the  purpoaea  of  their  trusts:;  that 
the  recovery  suBfered  by  I$obclla 
was,  therefore,  an  equitable  reco- 
very, and  that  the  remaiDderi  de- 
pemlant  upon  the  estate  tail,  de- 
vised to  IT.  H.  and  J.  D.  H.,  being 
for  the  same  reason  an  equitable 
remainder,  was  blurred  by  the  re- 
covery.   Doe  d.  Cadogan  v.  Ewart. 

197 

DISTRESS. 

Distrainors  are  bound  to  see  that  the 
pound  to  which  they  take  the  dis- 
tress is  in  a  fit  state  to  xeceive  it, 
and  therefore  if,  from  the  state  of 
the  weather,  the  pound  is  in  a  wet 
and  muddy  state,  the  distrainors 
are  liable  for  any  damage  thereby 
caused  to  the  distress.  IVilder  v. 
Speer  and  4fikers.  ^36 

DRAMATIC  PERFORMANCES. 
See  Theatres. 

EJECTMENt. 
See  Arbitkatiok. 

ELECTION. 
See  CoBFOftATioNi  1,  4>5 — Ves- 

TBT,  !• 

ESTATE. 

See  Devise. 

Tenant  for  life  and  tenant  in  re- 
mainder of  a  copyhold  sufiered  a 
recovery,  and  declared  uses  on  the 
surrender,  which,  as  a  voluntary 
conveyance^  was  void  a«  against^ 
purchaser;  but  the  Gourr  held 
that  the  recovery  itself  waa  not 
therefore  void,  but  that  it  opertfted 
so  as  to  give  them  the  fec4iy  way 
of  resulting  use. 

^.,  tenant  for  life  of  a  copyhold, 
and  B.  his  daughter,  who  had  five 
children  livings  l^eing  Acm^  i<(  tail 
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in  remainder,  joined  in  n  recovery 
in  1778,  and,  in  alkaed  pursuance 
of  bis  marriage  artides.  A,  surren- 
dered to  the  use  of  himself  for 
life,  remainder  to  the  use  of  B. 
for  life,  remainder  to  the  right  heirs 
of  the  survivor:  A.  and  £.,  within 
two  or  three  weeks  of  the  sur- 
render, conveyed  the  fee  to  a 
bon&  fide  purchaser.  The  contin- 
gent remainder  terminated  in  fa- 
vour of  JB.,  in  ISOiS,  and  in  1835 
she  died.  £.*s  son  thereupon 
brought  ejectment  against  the  pur- 
chaser, who  had  been  in  posses- 
sion since  1778,  on  the  ground 
that  a  contingent  remainder  having 
been  created,  it  could  not  pass  by 
the  surrender  of  1778:  —  Held, 
drat,  that  as  no  contract  with  A. 
appeared  on  the  face  of  the  trans- 
action, and  the  settlement  was  not 
made  with  a  view  to  the  interests 
of  ^,'s  son,  the  Court  would  not 
infer  that  a  contract  actually  ex- 
isted that  A.  should  join  in  the  re- 
covery, on  the  consideration  of 
havinff  a  contingent  remainder  in 
the  fee  limited  to  himself,  and 
therefore  that  tlie  uses  were  void, 
under  the  27  Eliz.  c.  4,  against  a 
bond  fide  purchaser;  second,  that 
as  the  surrender  passed  B.'s  life 
estate,  the  claim  to  the  fee  did  not 
accrue  till  her  death,  in  1835. 

An  heir,  on  whom  a  contingent 
remainder  in  a  copyhold  has  de- 
volved, may  bring  ejectment  be- 
fore admittance.  Dot  d.  Baver- 
stock  V.  Rolfe.  648 

EVIDENCE. 

See  HiflHWAY,  2 — Insolvent,  1 — 
Limitations,  Statutb  of — Mas- 
TKB  and  Seevant,  2 — Paymbnt 
INTO  CovAT — Pleading,  111.  1 — 
FaBsoaiPTiON,  I. 

I.  Onus  ProbandL 

See  Alteration. 

1.  In  ejectment  lor  not  insuring  ac- 


cording to  covenant,  it  lies  upon 
the  {daintiff  to  prove  that  no  in- 
surance has  been  effected,  and  the 
circumstance  that  defendant  re- 
fused to  shew  the  policy,  when  the 
plaintiff  required  him,  and  the  non- 
production  of  it  at  the  trial,  after 
notice,  are  not  primd  facie  evidence 
against  him. 

SmbU,  per  LUtkdale  J.,  that  if 
it  had  been  an  action  of  covenant 
merely,  the  onus  would  have  been 
cast  on  the  defendant.  Doe  d. 
Bridger  v.  JVhUdieodn  557 

II.  Competency  of  Witnesses. 

1.  The  estate  of  a  deceased  is  always 
liable  for  the  reasonable  expenses 
of  his  funeral,  and  can  in  no  event 
be  liable  beyond  them.  Therefore 
a  residuary  legatee  is  not  incompe- 
tent to  prove  that  his  testator's 
funeral,  which  exceeded  the  cost 
chargeable  upon  the  estate,  was 
furnished  to  the  order  of  a  stranger, 
on  the  ground  that  the  tendency  of 
his  evidence  is  to  relieve  the  estate. 
Green  v.  Sahnon.  S88 

2.  A  rated  inhabitant  is  made  a  com- 
petent witness  for  his  parish  by 
54  Geo,  5,  c.  170,  a.  9,  in  ejectment 
to  recover  parish  property.  Doe 
d.  Boultbee  v.  Adderiey.  629 
Doe  d.  Bachekr  v.  BofwUs,        QS$ 

See  post^  IV. 

3.  In  covenant  for  rent  and  non-re- 
pair, the  husband  of  a  person,  to 
whose  separate  use,  with  remainder 
to  their  children,  an  annuity  is  set- 
tled and  charged  upon  the  premises 
in  question,  is  a  competent  witness 
fur  the  plamtiff.  Abetcromine  v. 
Hkknum,  676 

III.  Examnation  of  Witnesses, 

1.  When  a  statement  made  by  a  party 
to  a  suit,  in  giving  evidence  on  a 
former  trial,  has  been  got  out  in 
cross-examination,  only  so  much  of 
the  remainder  of  the  evidence  is 
allowed  to  be  given  on  re-exami- 
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nation  as  tends  to  qualify  or  explain 
the  statement  made  on  cross-exa- 
mination.   Prince  v.  Samo,       139 

IV.  Admission. 
See  Pbactice,  1. 

1 .  In  an  ejectment  with  two  demises, 
one  by  a  trustee  in  fee,  and  the 
other  by  a  cestvi  que  trust  for  life, 
the  question  was,  as  to  parcel  or  no 
parcel.  No  evidence  was  offered 
on  the  demise  by  the  cestui  que 
trusti  but  the  defendant  tendered 
in  evidence  a  deed  by  the  cestui 
que  trust,  who  had  been  in  posses- 
sion, as  an  admission  by  a  party 
substantially  interested  in  the  suit : 
— Held,  that  as  the  deed  was  not 
clearly  and  unambiguously  against 
the  interest  of  cestui  que  trust,  and 
as  it  appeared  by  it  that  she  ob- 
tained an  advantage  under  the  deed, 
there  was  a  balance  of  interests, 
and  her  declaration  was  inadmissi- 
ble. 

Qucere,  whether  the  admission  of 
a  cestui  que  trust,  whose  interest  is 
not  commensurate  with  his  trus- 
tees, is  evidence  against  the  trustee 
in  an  action  brought  by  him  re- 
specting the  trust  property  ?  Doe 
d.  Williams  V.  Wainwright»        598 

2,  Declaration,  that  by  indenture,  re- 
citing that  by  a  prior  deed  the 
plaintiff  had  been  appointed  trus- 
tee of  a  company  thereby  esta* 
blished,  the  defendant  covenanted 
to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  on  re- 
tiring from  the  trusteeship,  from 
all  liability  attached  to  him  as  such 
trustee^  and  that  a  liability  had  so 
attached,  from  which  the  defend- 
ant had  refused  to  indemnify  him. 
Plea:  that  the  liability  in  question 
was  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  as 
shareholder,  and  not  as  trustee : — 
Held,  that  the  admission  in  the 
plea  of  the  trust  deed  so  referred 
to  in  the  recital,  did  not  dispense 
with  the  production  of  the  deed  in 
evidence,  in  order  to  shew  the  na- 


ture of  the  trusts  ereated  by  it. 
OiUett  v.  Abbott.  24 

V.  Public  IVritings. 

1.  On  an  indictment  for  the  non- 
repair of  a  bridge  raHone  ttmsftE, 
held  that  a  record  of  18  Eiit.  3, 
setting  out  a  presentment  of  the 
Bishop  of  Lincoln  for  noo-repsir 
of  the  bridee,  and  his  acquittal  by 
the  jury,  which  was  shortly  after 
followed  by  a  grant  of  pontage 
from  the  crown,  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  been  found  by  inqoest 
that  no  one  was  liable  to  repair  the 
bridge,  was  admissible  in  evidence 
to  negative  any  immemorial  liabi- 
lity ratione  tenunB,  The  jury,  af- 
ter finding  a  verdict  of  acquittal, 
also  found  that  the  bridge  had  been 
recently  built,  and  that  no  one  was 
liable  to  repair  it.  Sembie,  that  sach 
finding  by  a  jury,  in  ancient  tines, 
is  admissible  as  reputation,  on  a 
question  as  to  the  liability  to  repair 
ratione  tenuroe.  The  Qtieen  r,  Sut- 
t<m.  569 

2.  To  prove  the  extent  and  rights  of 
a  manor,  which  had  formerly  been 
parcel  of  the  duchy  of  Lancaster, 
a  document  produced  from  the 
duchy  ofiBce  was  tendered  in  evi- 
dence, purporting  to  be  a  survey 
of  the  manor,  made  in  the  3d  Ehz*, 
while  the  manor  belonged  to  the 
duchy,  by  the  deputy  snrveyor  of 
the  duchy,  founded  on  the  present- 
ment of  the  tenants  of  the  manor, 
at  a  court  of  survey,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  Queen  ElizsAeth  had 
paid  the  expenses  of  the  survey:— 
Held,  to  be  inadmissible  either  as 
to  a  document  made  under  public 
authority,  or  as  evidence  of  repu- 
tation.   Evans  v.  Taylor,  174 

S.  Where  the  crown  granted  to  5. 
the  castle  and  honor  of  H.,  and 
"  all  that  toll  and  all  tho&e  tolls 
called  '  traverse,'  to  be  taken  in 
manner  accustomed,  i.  e.  of  idl  sale- 
able things  passing  through  the 
town  of  H.,  and  $&9  thrmi^the 
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tomis  of  Ware,  B.,  T.,  and  else- 
where, in  divers  places  in  the  same 
county;"  and  it  appeared  that  a 
toll  had  always  been  taken  at  Ware 
Bridge,  and  that  in  various  ancient 
documents  it  had  been  described 
as  the  traverse  and  the  toll  traverse 
of  the  bridge  of  W.,  and  that  S. 
and  bis  ancestors,  for  twenty  years 
past,  bad  repaired  the  bridge: — 
Held,  that  the  burden  was  cast 
upon  >S.  to  shew  that  the  toll  was 
a  toll  thorough,  and  not  traverse, 
although  the  bridge  was  a  public 
highway ;  and  that  the  sessions,  in 
the  absence  of  any  such  evidence, 
were  warranted  in  inferring  that  it 
was  a  toll  traverse.  The  Queen  v. 
The  MarqutB  of  Salishwy,        476 

4.  In  the  13  Car,  1,  a  commission 
issued  out  of  the  duchy  court  of 
Lancaster,  reciting  that  the  lords 
of  the  manors  of  A.  and  C.  had 
petitioned  the  crown,  shewing  that 
the  boundaries  between  their  two 
manors  were  uncertain,  and  that 
suits  were  likely  to  grow  thereout, 
for  prevention  thereof  it  directed 
the  commissioners  to  repair  to  the 
spot  and  impanel  a  jury,  for  the 
purpose  of  setting  out  the  bounda- 
ries. The  return  stated  that  the 
commissioners  had  inquired  into 
the  matter,  being  attended  by  the 
parties  interested,  and  that  a  jury 
of  the  body  of  the  county  had  been 
sworn  to  inquire  and  true  verdict 
give  concerning  the  boundary,  and 
thereupon  the  commissioners  set 
out  the  boundary  by  marks  and 
stones : — Held,  that  this  was  a  pro- 
ceeding in  the  nature  of  a  verdict 
before  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction, and  therefore  admissible  in 
a  question  of  manorial  boundary, 
where  reputation  was  admissible, 
and  that  it  was  not  to  be  excluded 
on  the  ground  that  it  had  taken 
place  post  litem  motam,  or  because 
it  did  not  appear  decree  had  been 
made*     Bmco  v.  Lomax.  308 

6.  Entrifit  made  by  a  medical  officer, 


in  a  book  which  he  is  directed  to 
keep,  by  a  rule  under  the  hands 
and  seal  of  the  Poor  Law  Commis- 
sioners, of  his  visits  to  sick  pau- 
pers, are  not  admissible  in  evidence 
for  him,  as  a  public  writing,  to 
prove  that  he  paid  such  visits. 
Merrkk  v.  Wakky.  284 

VI.  Private  Writings. 

1.  Where  a  mortgagee  proved  his 
title  under  a  conveyance  in  fee  in 
1821,  a  prior  deed,  above  thirty 
years  old,  by  which  the  estate  in 
question  was  settled  by  the  mort- 
gagor on  himself  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  son,  found  among  the  papers 
of  the  mortgagor,  after  his  death, 
is  admissible  in  evidence  without 
proof  of  execution.  The  rule  as 
to  the  proof  of  custody  which  enti- 
tles ancient  deeds  to  be  so  read,  is 
satisfied  by  proof  of  their  coming 
out  of  the  possession  of  any  one  so 
connected  with  them  as  not  to  raise 
any  suspicion  of  fraud.  Doe  d. 
Neale  v.  Samples.  %H 

VII.  Reputation. 

See  ante^  V. 

1.  On  an  issue  as  to  a  right  of  way, 
a  document  upwards  of  forty  years 
old  was  produced,  signed  by  thir- 
teen inhabitants  of  a  hamlet,  twelve 
of  whom  were  dead,  which  appeared 
to  have  been  drawn  up  at  a  public 
meeting,  called  to  resist  the  repairs 
of  the  road  being  thrown  upon  the 
hamlet.  The  document  contained 
a  declaration,  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  not  a  public  road: — Held,  that 
it  was  admissible  as  evidence  of 
reputation.  BarracUmgh  v.  John- 
son. 233 

VIII.  Evidence  in  particular  Cases. 

1.  On  an  issue  as  to  the  boundary 
between  manors  A.  and  B.,  it  is 
competent  to  prove  what  the  boun- 
dary is  between  manors  A.  andC, 
where   the  nature   of  the  latter 


720 


INDEX. 


boundary  between  a  ridge  of  hills 
renders  it  probable  that  the  same 
line  is  continued  on  as  the  boun- 
dary between  the. contending  ma- 
nors.     Briico  v.  Lomax.  300 

And  see  post,  X. 

2.  Where  the  plainti£f,  in  trespass  to 
goods,  claimed  under  a  sale  from 
the  sheriff,  the  defendant,  under  a 
plea  that  the  goods  are  not  the 
plaintiff's,  may  shew  that  the  sale 
was  fraudulent,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant had  himself  subsequently 
seized  the  goods  in  execution. 
Athby  V.  Minnett  and  others.     231 

3.  An  affidavit  that  the  defendant  did 
print  and  insert  a  libel  in  a  certain 
newspaper,  called  The  Standard,  a 
copy  of  which  is  annexed,  is  not 
sufficient  proof  of  publication,  so 
as  to  furnish  ground  for  a  criminal 
information.  The  Queen  v.  Bald- 
win,  342 

4.  Where  an  award  purported  to  be 
published  on  a  certain  day,  in  the 
presence  of  an  attesting  witness,  an 
affidavit  by  him  that  it  was  pub- 
lished in  his  presence,  but  not 
stating  when,  is  evidence  of  publi- 
cation on  the  day  in  question.  Doe 
d.  Clarke  v.  Stilhvell.  701 

IX.  Evidence  to  apply  Language  of  a 
Deed. 

1.  Where  the  issue  between  pur- 
chasers of  two  lots  at  a  sale,  was 
as  to  parcel  or  no  parcel,  a  band- 
bill,  describing  the  lots  in  question, 
which  was  circulated  in  the  auction- 
room  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  is 
admissible  in  evidence,  in  order  to 
apply  the  language  in  the  deed  of 
conveyance,  which  described  the 
premises  as  those  now  in  the  occu- 
pation of  ^.  B.,  with  all  buildings 
&c.,  known  or  reputed  to  be  parcel 
thereof.     Murky  v.  M^Durmott, 

356 
X.  Unstamped  Instrument, 

1.  When  fraud  has  been  committed 
by  giving  a  cheque  on  a  banker. 


which  the  party  knows  will  not  be 
honoured,  the  cheque  may  be  given 
in  evidence,  to  prove  the  fraud, 
though  otherwise  inadmissible  for 
want  o£  a  stamp. 

The  same  evidence  is  admissible 
in  a  civil  action,  to  prove  a  fraud 
committed  by  a  third  party,  at  if 
he  himself  were  indicted  U)r  such 
fraud,  with  the  exception  of  his 
admissions  subsequent  to  the  trans- 
action. Therefore  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  where  it 
was  necessai^  for  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  his  property  had  been 
obtained  from  him  fraudulently,  by 
means  of  the  cheque  of  a  third 
party:  — Held,  that  the  cheque, 
though  unstamped,  was  admissible 
in  evidence  against  the  defendant, 
who  was  no  party  to  the  fraud. 
Keabley.  Payne.  531 

XI.  SecondoTji  Evidence. 
1.  Where  an  instrument  is  proved  by 
a  copy,  as  secondary  evidence,  from 
which  it  appears  that  there  was  an 
attesting  witness  to  the  original,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  call  him.  Poole 
v.  ITarren.  693 


EXECUTION. 

The  plaintiff*  obtained  a  judgment 
for  23/.,  damages  and  costs,  and 
issued  a  writ  of  Ji.fa.,  indorsed  to 
levy  24/.,  including  1/.  for  the  costs 
of  the  writ.  Whilst  this  writ  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  unexe- 
cuted, the  defendant  tendered  23/. 
for  the  debt  and  costs,  but  the 
plaintiff  refused  to  receive  it,  un- 
less the  defendant  paid  the  1/.  for 
the  writ: — Held,  that  the  tender 
was  insufficient,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  the  costs  of  the 
writ  of /./a.  under  the  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  46.     Bayfey  v.  Potts.  365 

EXECUTOR. 
See  Administrator. 
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FENCES. 

See  PjiEsc&iPxioN,  2, 

FORFEITURE. 
See  Evidence,  I. 

FRAUD. 

Fraudulent  Jndenturei  of  Apprentice' 
ship,  Effect  of. 

See  Poor,  IV.  2. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

See  Devibe — Pleading,  III.  4. 

1.  A  representation  by  the  defend- 
ant that  money  might  be  safely 
lent  to  A,  B,f  because  the  title- 
deeds  to  an  estate,  which  A.  B, 
had  just  bought,  were  in  defend- 
ant's possession,  and  that  nothing 
could  be  done  without  the  know- 
ledge of  the  defendant,  and  that 
plaintiff  would  be  safe  in  making 
the  loan,  is  a  representation  as  to 
the  abiiiiy  of  A.  B.  within  the  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  14,  8.  6.  Swan  v.  Phil- 
Hpt.  447 

FREEMAN. 

See  Quo  Warranto,  2, 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 

1.  Semble,  that  a  Friendly  Society, 
whose  rules  had  been  originally 
inrolled,  but  which  had  adopted 
and  acted  on  new  rules  for  a  num- 
ber of  years  without  having  them 
inrolled,  ceased  to  be  within  the 
protection  of  the  33  Geo.  3,  c.  54. 
The  Court  refused  to  issue  a 
mandamus  to  justices  to  hear  the 
complaint  of  a  member  of  a 
Friendly  Society,  which  had  been 
acting  on  rules  not  inrolled  for  up- 
wards of  thirty  years,  on  the  doubt 
it  entertained  as  to  the  existence 
of  the  society  in  such  a  case,  al- 

VOL.  III. 


though  the  original  inrolled  rules 
had  neyer  been  repealed.  The 
Queen  v.  Lord  Godolphin.  488 

GAME. 

Statute. 

1.  An  information  under  I  8c  2  Will, 
4,  c.  32,  s.  30,  for  trespassing  in 
pursuit  of  game,  may  be  laid  by 
any  person,  although  he  has  no 
interest  in  the  land  trespassed  on. 
Middieton  v.  Gale  and  others.    372 


HIGHWAY. 
See  Evidence,  VII. 

1.  Where  a  road  had  been  presented 
by  a  magistrate  under  13  Geo,  3, 
c.78,  S.S4,  and  the  presentment  was 
removed  into  the  Queen's  Bench 
by  certiorari,  and  after  trial,  but 
before  judgment,  that  statute  was 
repealed  by  the  5  &  6  IVilL  4, 
c.  50,  s.  1  :^Held,  that  the  Court 
could  not  give  judgment  for  the 
crown,  as  the  proceedings  were 
founded  on  the  presentment,  which 
was  no  longer  valid. 

Quare^  whether,  in  a  plea  by  the 
inhabitants  of  a  parish,  indicted 
for  the  non-repair  of  a  road,  that 
A.  B,  is  liable  to  repair  ratione 
clausuriP,  it  is  sufficient  to  aver 
that  the  inclosure  was  made  whilst 
A,  B,  was  in  occupation  of  the 
adjoining  lands  ?  The  Queen  v.  In- 
habitants of  Marogan  in  Meneage. 

502 

2,  A  road  had  been  used  by  the 
public  without  interruption  for 
about  thirty  years,  but  it  appeared 
that  in  1814,  twenty-two  years 
before  the  action  commenced,  an 
agreement  was  made  by  the  owner 
of  the  soil  on  one  side,  and  a  com- 
pany and  the  surveyor  of  highways 
of  the  hamlet  and  others,  on  the 
other  side,  by  which  the  owner 
agreed  to  let  them  use  the  road 
on  the  company  paying  5s,  a  year, 
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and  finding  cinders,  and  the  ham- 
let leading  and  spreading  them : — 
Held,  that  although  the  evidence 
of  user  per  se  would  shew  a  dedi- 
cation by  the  owner  of  the  soil,  it 
was  explained  by  the  agreement 
of  1814, 'and  that  the  agreement 
only  amounted  to  a  licence  to  use 
the  road,  during  such  times  as  the 
conditions  in  it  should  be  observed. 
QuiFre,  whether  there  can  be  a 
conditional  dedication  of  a  right  of 
way  to  the  public  ?  Barrachugh  v. 
Johnson,  233 

INFORMATION. 
See  Beer  and  Game. 


INSOLVENT. 

See  Outlawry. 

1.  The  assignment  of  an  insolvent 
debtor's  estate  and  effects  to  the 
creditors'  assignee,  under  7  Geo,  4, 
c.  57,  8.  19,  by  the  provisional 
assignee,  according  to  the  form 
pointed  out  by  sect.  11,  for  the 
assignment  by  the  prisoner  to  the 
provisional  assignee,  is  valid. 

The  11  Geo.  4  and  1  IVUi.  4, 
c.  38,  s.  7,  recites,  that  doubts  had 
existed  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
assignment  from  the  provisional 
assignee  to  the  creditors'  assignee, 
and  enacts  that  such  assignment, 
if  made  in  obedience  to  the  order 
of  Court,  shall  be  deemed  valid. 
At  a  trial,  where  the  validity  of 
the  assignment  from  the  provi- 
sional assignee  was  in  question, 
a  copy  of  the  counterpart  of  the 
assignment  from  the  provisional 
assignee,  filed  of  record,  was  pro- 
duced, sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtors*  Court;  which 
assignment  recited  that  It  was  made 
by  the  order  of  the  Court,  and  two 
orders  of  the  Court  were  also  pro- 
duced, removing  the  assignees  to 
whom  the  provisional  assignee  had 
assigned,  and  appointing  others : — 


Held,  upon  this  evidence,  per 
Coleridge  J.,  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  assume  that  the 
provisional  assignee  had  made  the 
assignment  in  obedience  to  the 
order  of  the  Court :  sed  qwtre,  per 
Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Littledale  and 
WiUiams  Js,  Doe  d.  Broughton  v. 
Story.  106 

2.  Under  the  Insolvent  Act,  1  Geo.  4, 
c.  119,  s.  14,  (unrepealed  as  to 
assignments  made  in  pursuance  of 
it)  if  the  commissioners,  on  the 
death  of  an  insolvent's  assiffnee, 
do  not  appoint  another,  the  msol- 
vent's  estate  vests  in  the  executor 
of  the  deceased  assignee.  Aber~ 
crombie  v.  Hickman.  676 

3.  A  deed  of  assignment  by  an  in- 
solvent of  all  his  effects,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  executed 
during  his  imprisonment,  without 
consideration  and  without  pres- 
sure from  any  creditor,  is  volun- 
tary, and  void  under  the  7  Geo.  4, 
c.  57,  s.  32.    Binns  v.  Towsey^    88 

INSURANCE. 
See  Evidence,  I. 

JUSTICES. 
See  Order. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

See  Bankropt,  1. — Evidence,  I. — 
Pleading,  III.  4. 

A  joint  authority  given  by  mortgagor 
and  mortgagee  of  premises  to  a  per- 
son to  be  the  receiver,  agent,  and 
attorney  of  the  mortgagors,  to  re- 
ceive the  rents  until  satisfaction 
of  the  mortgage,  to  bring  actions 
in  case  of  non-payment  of  rent,  to 
give  notices  to  quit,  to  bring  eject- 
ment in  case  of  non-compliance, 
&c.,  as  fully  as  the  mortgagors 
might  have  done,  is  a  sufficient 
autnority  to  him  to  demand  posses- 
sion of  tenants,  under  4  Geo,  2,  c. 
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ftS,  8.  1,  so  as  to  make  them  liable 
in  double  value  for  holding  over. 
PooU  V.  fVarren.  693 


LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 

The  defendant,  on  application  for 
payment  of  a  debt,  handed  over  to 
the  plaintiff  certain  book-debts 
due  to  himself,  with  the  following 
acknowledgment  in  writing  : — **  I 
give  the  above  accounts  to  you^  so 
you  must  collect  them,  and  you 
and  me  will  be  clear." — Held, 
that  this  was  no  bar  to  the  Statute 
of  Limitations,  for,  though  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  debt,  no  ge- 
neral promise  to  pay  could  be  in- 
ferred from  it,  but  merely  a  pro- 
mise to  pay  in  one  particular 
manner. 

Semble,  Per  Patteson  J.  A  pro- 
mise to  pay  may  be  inferred  from 
a  general  acknowledgment.  Rout' 
ledge  V.  Ramsay »  319 


MANDAMUS. 

See  Fribndlt  Society — Quo  War- 
ranto, 3. 

1.  The  Court  refused  a  mandamus 
to  a  board  of  guardians  to  admit  a 
person  as  their  clerk,  who  com- 
plained that  the  person  filling  the 
office  had  been  unduly  elected, 
by  the  votes  of  guardians  who 
were  themselves  not  properly 
elected.  The  Queen  v.  The  Guar- 
dians of  the  Dolgelly  Union.      542 

2.  If  the  return  to  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus be  not  void  on  the  face  of  it, 
its  validity  must  be  regularly  dis- 
cussed on  a  concilium,  and  the 
Court  will  not  order  the  return  to 
be  taken  off  the  file,  on  the  ground 
of  its  being  a  contempt  of  Court, 
as  disclosed  by  affidavits.  The 
Queen  v.  Payn.  165 

3.  Where  the  return  to  a  mandamus 
is  not  frivolous  on  the  face  of  it, 
its  validity  must  be  argued  on  a 


concilium,  and  not  on  a  rule  for 
quashing  the  return. 

The  Court,  in  the  exercise  of 
their  discretion  on  the  Mandamus 
Act  (1  WiU.  4,  c.  21),  will  grant 
costs  to  the  prosecutors,  although 
there  may  have  been  doubtuil 
questions  of  law  raised  on  the  re- 
turn. 

Where  a  return  to  a  mandamus, 
shewing  cause  for  disobedience  to 
the  writy  is  made  by  the  inha- 
bitants of  a  parish,  if  the  return  is 
quashed,  the  Court,  in  granting 
costs,  will  ascertain  which  of  the 
inhabitants  joined  in  making  the 
return,  and  make  the  rule  for  costs 
absolute  against  them.  Reg.  v. 
The  Wardens  ^c.  of  St,  Saviour\ 
Southvark.  126 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  The  defendants,*  who  were  occu- 
piers of  a  bonded  warehouse,  en- 
gaged a  master  porter  to  lower  and 
convey  a  barrel  of  flour  from  their 
warehouse.  The  master  porter 
engaged  a  master  carter,  and  both 
of  them  attended  with  their  men. 
During  the  process  of  lowering  it 
from  the  warehouse  the  barrel  fell 
and  injured  the  plaintiff,  owing  to 
the  defectiveness  of  a  rope  fur- 
nished by  the  master  porter.  The 
defendants  were  held  to  be  liable. 
Rmidelson  v.  Murray,  239 

2.  To  trespass  for  taking  the  plam- 
tifF's  horse,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
first,  not  guilty  5  and,  secondly, 
that  the  horse  was  damage  feasant 
on  his  land.  The  horse  was  proved 
to  have  been  wrongfully  distrained 
by  the  servant  of  the  defendant  on 
the  highway,  and  not  on  his  land  : 
— Held,  that  no  primd  facie  case 
was  made  out  that  the  defendant 
had  authorized  the  distress  in 
question,  b^  proof  that  he  had  on 
other  occasions  authorized  his  ser- 
vant to  distrain  cattle  damage  fea- 
sant on  his  land ;  and  that  he  had 
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not  adopted  the  act  of  his  servant 
by  pleadine  a  justification  of  it. 
Lyons  v.  Afariin*  509 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

When  it  may  be  maintained.^See 
Plbadino,  I|  2. 

NEW  RULES. 

Several  Pleas,  when  allowed. 

See  Plkadino,  III.  2. 

What  must  he  pleaded  specially. 

See  Pleading,  III.  1— Evidence, 
VIII.  2. 

As  to  Costs,  where  several  Fleas, 
See  Costs,  1,  4. 

New  Rule  in  the  Queen^s  Bench.    2 

ORDER. 

].  An  order  of  two  justices  of  the 
county  of  K.,  afler  reciting  that 
upon  application  by  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  pa- 
rish of  M.,  in  the  county  of  K., 
to  have  an  order  made  on  T.  G. 
of  the  parish  of  M.,  in  the  same 
county,  to  maintain  his  father,  and 
that  the  said  T.  G.  had  appeared, 
adjudicated  that  the  father  was 
unable  to  support  himself;  and 
that  the  said  T.  G.  was  a  person 
of  sufficient  ability  &c.,  and  then 
proceeded  to  order  that  the  said 
T.  G.  should  pay  a  weekly  sum:-^ 
Held,  per  Patteson  and  Coleridge 
Js.  {Liitledale  J.  dubitante),  that 
it  sufficiently  appeared  that  T.  G, 
was  dwelling  witliin  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  tlie  justices,  as  the  words 
«*  of  the  parish  of  M."  used  by 
the  churchwardens,  signified  that 
be  dwelt  there,  and  the  justices 
had  adopted  those  words,  and  so 
adjudicated  that  he  there  dwelt  by 
making  their  order  upon  "  the  said 


r.  G."     The  Queen  v.  Toke  and 
another.  323 

.  In  an  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment, against  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
a  special  verdict  found,  that  at  a 
hearing  before  two  magistrates,  at 
which  the  plaintiff  was  summoned, 
two  paper  writings  were  made, 
signea  and  sealed  by  them,  by  the 
first  of  which  he  was  adjudged  to 
be  the  renuted  father  of  a  bastard 
child,  ana  ordered  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses of  the  lying-in  and  order, 
and  Is,  Gd  a  week  to  the  parish 
of  B.,  so  long  as  the  child  was 
chargeable ;  and  S.  A,,  the  mother 
of  the  child,  was  ordered  to  pay 
]«.  a  week,  in  case  she  should  not 
nurse  the  child  herself.  The  se- 
cond paper  writing  was  exactly 
the  same,  except  that  S.  A.  was 
ordered  to  pay  the  1«.  M,  a  week, 
and  not  the  plaintiff,  the  name 
of  S,  A,  being  inserted  by  mis- 
take for  the  plaintifTs,  and  the 
justices  believing  that  one  order 
was  a  copy  of  the  other.  The  jus- 
tices also  told  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time,  that  he  was  to  pay  \s.  6d. 
a  week.  When  the  two  orders 
were  made,  they  were  delivered 
to  the  parish  officers  of  B.,  accord- 
ing to  the  usual  practice  of  the 
county,  and  they  delivered  the  se- 
cond-mentioned instrument  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  kept  the  first  them- 
selves. On  a  demand  of  the  ar- 
rears of  Is,  6d.  a  week,  the  plain- 
tiff refused  to  pay,  on  the  ground 
that  the  order  delivered  to  him  was 
not  a  good  order.  On  a  summons 
before  the  defendant,  the  parish 
officers  of  B.  produced  the  order 
delivered  to  them ;  upon  which  the 
defendant  committed  the  plaintiff 
to  ffaol  for  three  months,  in  default 
of  nis  paying  the  arrears: — Held, 
that  tlie  order  upon  which  the  de- 
fendant issued  his  warrant  was  a 
valid  order;  that  the  defendant 
was  not  bound  to  go  into  the  in- 
quiry, whether  another  order  was 
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made  upon  another  person,  a  valid 
order  being  produced  before  him ; 
and  per  Litttedak  J.,  that  if  two 
orders  were  made  by  mistake  at 
the  sitting  of  the  magistrates,  it 
was  competent  to  them  at  the  time 
to  declare  which  was  the  right  one. 
A  justice  is  liable  in  trespass^ 
if  he  commit  a  person  for  disobe- 
dience to  an  order  which  turns  out 
to  be  invalid.  fVilkiru  v.  Hems- 
worth,  Esq,  55 

OUTLAWRY. 

1.  A  prisoner  in  the  Insolvent  Debt- 
ors* Court  under  outlawry  for  non- 
payment of  damages  and  costs,  may 
petition  for  his  discharge  without 
previous  reversal  of  his  outlawry. 
The  Queen  v.  The  Commissioners  of 
Insolvent  Debtors^  Court.  543 

PARISH. 
See  Poor,  I.  II. 

PAWNBROKER. 

1 .  Quarc,  where  the  exact  sum  due 
to  a  pawnbroker  for  interest,  would 
involve  a  fractional  part  of  a  far- 
thing, is  he  entitled  to  the  far- 
thing ? 

Where  the  sum  payable  to  a 
pawnbroker  for  interest  on  a  loan 
for  a  month,  at  the  rate  of  20  per 
cent,  would  be  three  farthings  and 
one-fifth  of  a  farthing,  even  if  he 
is  entitled  to  receive  1  d,  for  a  sin- 
gle month,  on  account  of  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  case,  he  is  not  there- 
fore, on  a  loan  for  a  longer  period, 
entitled  to  treat  the  contract  as  a 
monthly  contract,  and  to  receive 
at  the  rate  of  Id.  a  month  for  such 
period,  when  there  would  be  no 
longer  any  difficulty  in  paying  him 
at  the  exact  rate  of  20  per  cent. 
The  Queen  v.  Goodburti.  468 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT. 

1.  Payment  into  Court  generally,  to 


a  declaration  in  covenant,  setting 
out  several  covenants  and  assign- 
ing a  general  breach,  admits  some 
damage  upon  every  part  of  the 
breach,  and  therefore  judgment 
cannot  be  arrested,  although  the 
breach,  with  reference  to  some  par- 
ticular covenant,  would  be  baa  on 
demurrer. 

Thus,  where  a  covenant  to  re- 
pair and  to  leave  in  repair  made 
an  exception  of  reasonable  wear 
and  tear,  and  the  breach  contained 
no  such  exception,  and  another 
covenant  was  to  repair  after  a 
month's  notice  in  writing,  but  the 
declaration  did  not  state  that  such 
notice  was  given  in  writing: — 
Held,  that  these  defects  were 
waived  by  payment  generally,  on 
a  breach  stating  that  defendant 
did  not,  within  a  month  after  no- 
tice, or  at  any  other  time,  repair 
or  leave  in  repair.  Wright  v. 
Goddard.  361 


PLEADING. 

See  Prescription — River — 

SuERIFf. 

I.  Form  of  Action. 

1.  Assumpsit  is  maintainable  by  a 
trading  corporation  on  an  execu- 
tory contract  for  the  supply  of 
goods,  for  the  manufacturing  and 
supply  of  which  the  company  was 
incorporated. 

A  contract,  by  an  incorporated 
gas  company,  to  supply  gas  at  12/. 
I6s.  a  year,  is  a  contract  of  such 
frequent  and  daily  occurrence  that 
it  may  be  made  by  parol. 

Where  a  corporation  declare  in 
assumpsit  in  the  name  by  which 
they  are  incorporated  by  act  of 
parliament,  the  Court  are  bound, 
even  after  verdict  in  their  favour, 
to  notice  that  they  are  a  corpora- 
tion. Church  V.  Itpperied  Gas  Light 
Company,  95 

2,  Where  two  horses  were  sold  for 
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80/.,  and  the  money  paid,  on  con- 
dition that  the  purchaser  might  re- 
turn them  withm  a  month,  auowing 
10/.  off  the  above  sum,  and  that 
he  should  pay  10/.  extra  if  he  kept 
them  : — Held,  that  the  purchaser, 
having  so  returned  them,  might 
maintain  money  had  and  received 
for  the  70/.,  as  the  seller  was  to 
be  considered  a  stakeholder  for 
the  party  entitled  at  the  end  of  the 
month.     Hunt  v.  Orbell.  iS7 

II.  Declaration. 
See  post,  IV.  V. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  general  covenant 
to  repair  and  leave  in  repair,  and 
another  covenant  to  repair  on  a 
month's  notice,  if  the  aeclaration 
assign  a  breach  on  each  of  these 
covenants,  it  is  open  to  a  special 
demurrer  if  the  damages  from  each 
are  not  separately  stated.  Wright 
v.  Goddard.  361 

2.  Qucere,  whether,  after  setting  out 
the  whole  of  a  contract,  and  aver- 
ring mutual  promises,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  state  any  additional  implied 
promise,  according  to  the  legal  ef- 
fects of  the  whole  contract  ?  IVhit- 
will  v.  Scheer.  898 

3.  When  the  declaration  in  replevin 
does  not  sufficiently  specify  the 
goods  and  chattels,  and  the  place 
in  which  they  are  taken,  the  defect 
is  cured  by  an  avowry  justifying 
the  taking  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  in  the  said  place,  even 
though  the  avowry  be  a  bad  plea. 
Banks  v.  Angel,  94 

HI.  Plea. 
1.  IVhat  must  be  pleaded  specially. 

1.  In  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour 
by  the  plaintiffs,  as  solicitors  on  a 
joint  retainer,  an  objection  that 
one  of  them  was  not  admitted  of 
the  Court  in  which  the  business 
was  done^  roust  be  pleaded  spe- 
cially. 


QiMPrf,  whether,  if  so  pleaded, 
the  objection  is  valid?  Hill  and 
Randall  v.  Sydney.  161 

ft.  Several  Pleas,  when  allowed. 

I.  In  replevin,  an  avowry  justifying 
the  taking  cattle  damage  feasant  in 
the  locus  in  quo,  as  the  soil  of  A., 
and  a  like  avowry  as  to  the  soil  of 
B.,  are  allowed  under  the  New 
Rules,  H.  T.  4  WUl.  4.  Evans  v. 
Davies.  464 

3.  Pleas  in  particular  Actions. 

1.  To  an  action  of  trespass  quare 
clausum  fregit,  and  for  chasing  the 
plaintiff's  sheep  elsewhere  than  in 
the  said  closes,  and  detaining  them 
for  a  long  space  of  time,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded,  as  to  the  chasing 
the  sheep  elsewhere  and  detaining 
them,  that  at  the  times  when  &c., 
he  was  in  the  lawful  possession  of 
a  certain  messuage  &c.,  and  pre- 
scribed for  himself  and  the  occu- 
piers thereof  for  thirty  years  next 
before  the  several  times  when  &c., 
to  have  common  of  pasture  in  the 
locus  in  quo,  and  then  justified  dis- 
training the  sheep  damage  feasant : 
— Held,  that  whether  or  not  a  de- 
fendant at  common  law  could  jus- 
tify a  trespass  to  personal  chattels, 
by  virtue  of  possession  generally 
of  the  locus  in  quo,  this  plea  was 
framed  on  the  2  &  3  JVilL  4,  c.  71, 
and  was  bad  on  special  demurrer, 
for  not  alleging  tlie  user  to  have 
been  for  thirty  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action. 

Semble,  per  Patteson  J,,  that  it  is 
not  necessary,  in  a  plea  under  the 
2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  to  allege  the 
user  to  have  been  *'  without  inter- 
ruption." Richards  v.  Fry,  67 
2.  To  debt  for  rent  due  under  a  de- 
mise, the  defendant  pleaded  that 
before  the  rent  became  due  it  was 
agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  that  in  consideration  of 
his  giving  up  possession  he  should 
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be  discharged  from  any  further 
rent,  and  that  he  had  given  up 
possession  accordingly,  concluding 
with  an  allegation  that  the  tenancy 
was  thereby  surrendered : —Held, 
that  the  plea  was  not  to  be  taken 
as  setting  up  a  surrender,  so  as  to 
require  a  memorandum  in  writing, 
but  that  it  afforded  a  valid  excuse 
for  non-payment  of  the  rent,  by 
shewing  the  agreement  and  the 
giving  up  of  possession.  Gore  v. 
IVright.  243 

3.  In  an  avowry  on  the  21  Hen.  8, 
c.  19,  the  defendant  must  allege  in 
the  avowry  that  the  defendant  is 
seised  of  the  lands  in  which  &c. 

In  an  avowry  on  the  1 1  Geo,  2, 
c.  19,  the  defendant  must  shew  a 
privity  existing  between  himself 
and  the  tenant  on  the  land,  and  it 
is  not  sufficient  to  state  that  cer- 
tain persons  unknown  are  tenants 
to  the  defendant,  under  a  demise 
by  one  J.  A,  to  W,  W.,  the  unex- 
pired term  of  which  had  vested  in 
these  persons  unknown. 

Where  the  defendant  avowed  that 
certain  persons,  to  the  defendant 
unknown^  held  the  close  in  which 
&c.  as  tenants  to  the  defendant^ 
under  a  demise  from  one  J,  A.  to 
W,  W,i  for  a  term  unexpired,  and 
that  the  interest  of  W.  W.  in  the 
term  had  come  to  the  said  persons 
unknown,  and  that  the  rent  was  in 
arrear  to  the  said  defendant: — 
Heldj  that  the  avowry  was  not 
good  under  either  of  the  above 
statutes  or  both  of  them  taken  to- 
gether.    Banks  v.  Angell.  94 

4.  A  plea,  that  since  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  to  recover  a 
sum  of  money  the  defendant  had 
paid,  and  the  plaintiff  had  received, 
the  same  in  satisfaction  of  the  de- 
fendant's promise,  and  of  all  da- 
mages, without  the  like  allegation 
as  to  costs  also,  is  a  good  plea 
against  the  further  maintenance  of 
the  action.     Corhett  v.  Swinburne. 

551 


IV.  Departure. 

Assumpsit  for  goods  sold.  Plea«  co- 
verture. Replication,  that  at  the 
time  when  the  debt  was  contracted, 
the  defendant  was  living  apart  from 
her  husband,  in  a  state  of  adultery ; 
that  the  plaintiff,  without  know- 
ledge of  these  circumstances,  dealt 
with  her  as  a  feme  sole,  and  that 
after  her  husband's  death,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  premises,  she 
promised  :— Held,  to  be  a  depar- 
ture from  the  declaration.  Mejfer 
v.  Haworth.  462 

V.  Demurrer. 

On  a  demurrer  to  a  whole  declara- 
tion, containing  several  counts,  if 
one  count  is  good,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment  generally. 

Qucere,  per  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
whether  a  count  on  an  account 
stated  is  demurrable  for  not  aver- 
the  time  when  it  was  stated  ? 


nng 

H^ebb  V.  Baker. 


VI.  Issue  in  particular  cases. 


87 


1 .  On  an  issue  on  a  clause  in  a  char- 
ter-party, that  the  plaintiff  on  a 
certain  day  had  been  ready  to  un- 
load a  vessel,  and  had  received 
pratique,  the  plaintiff  proved  that 
the  port  of  unloading  was  on 
the  coast  of  Africa,  where  no  cus- 
tom-house or  institution  for  giving 
pratique  existed ;  that  he  was  ready 
to  unload  the  vessel  on  that  day, 
and  that  no  impediment  to  unload- 
ing existed :  the  jury  found  that 
the  vessel  was  ready  to  unload  on 
the  day,  but  had  not  received  pra- 
tique : — Held,  that  on  this  issue 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
verdict,  for  pratique  in  this  charter- 
party  meant  unloading  the  vessel 
m  accordance  with  the  laws  or 
customs  of  the  country.  Bailey  v. 
De  Arroyave.  114 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
the  defendants  impounded  his  cat« 
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t]e,  and  that  the  pound  was  then 
too  small  to  hold  the  cattle  in  a  fit 
and  proper  manner,  and  was  then 
wet  and  dirty,  and  wholly  unfit  for 
impounding  the  same,  whereby  a 
special  damage  accrued;  and  the 
defendants  traversed  that  the  pound 
was  loo  small  or  that  it  was  wet, 
&c,  modo  et  forro&,  omitting  the 
word  "  then :" — Held,  that  the  issue 
raised  was  not  as  to  the  general  size 
and  state  of  the  pound,  but  as  to 
its  condition  at  the  time  of  im- 
pounding, ff^'ilder  v.  Speer  and 
others,  53G 

3.  In  trespass  for  breakingand  entering 
a  dwelling,  and  seizing  and  taking 
away  divers  goods  and  chattels  there 
being,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
the  house  was  not  the  plaintifTs,  nor 
the  goods  his  goods :  at  the  trial 
the  contest  was,  as  to  the  right  to 
the  goods;  the  jury  found  that  the 
house  and  part  of  the  goods  be- 
longed to  the  plaintiff;  and  the 
plaintiff  having  entered  the  postea 
for  himself,  the  Court  ruled  that 
the  issue  as  to  the  goods  was  divi- 
sible, and  ordered  the  postea  to  be 
amended  by  entering  it  for  the 
defendant,  as  to  those  soods  which 
were  found  not  to  be  tne  property 
of  the  plaintiff.  RoutUdge  v.  Ab- 
bolt.  560 

4.  Trespass  for  throwing  down  a 
wall.  Pleas, — 1st,  that  the  wall  was 
not  the  wall  of  the  plaintiff;  2nd, 
that  the  wall  was  a  party-wall, 
standing  partly  on  land  of  the  plain- 
tiff, partly  on  land  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  contest  at  the  trial  was 
to  whom  the  wall  belonged.  The 
jury  found  that  it  was  a  party-wall: 
— Held,  that  upon  this  finding  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  ver- 
dict on  the  first  issue,  as  the  plain- 
tiff on  that  plea  was  bound  to  prove 
that  the  whole  wall  was  his. 

Sembk,  that  the  plea  of  the  wall 
being  a  party-wall  is  no  answer  to 
the  trespass  to  the  whole  wall. 
Muriel/  v.  M^Durmott,  556 


POLL. 

See  Vestby. 

POOR. 

I.  Poor  Law  Commissioners^  Power  of 

to  make  Unions. 
1.  The  parish  of  St.  G.  was  created 
under  the  10  Anne,  c.  11,  a  parish 
for  ecclesiastical  purposes  only,  but 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  and  other 
parochial  purposes  it  continued  to 
form  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  A., 
from  which  it  had  been  severed.  In 
various  local  acts  respecting  those 
parishes  they  were  spoken  of  as 
united  parishes,  and  at  the  passing 
of  the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act, 
the  laws  for  the  administration  of 
relief  to  the  poor  were  vested  in  a 
board  of  fifly  guardians  elected 
from  the  two  parishes  jointly ;  but 
neither  of  these  parishes  had  ever 
maintained  their  poor  separately: 
—Held,  that  these  parishes  were 
not  a  union  incorporated  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  under  any  local 
act,  and  therefore  that  the  Poor 
Law  Commissioners  might  join 
them  to  a  union  under  sect.  26  of 
the  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act, 
without  the  consent  of  two-thirds 
of  the  existing  guardians,  as  re- 
quired in  certain  cases  by  sect.  32. 
The  Queen  v.  The  Poor  Law  Com- 
missiotiers. — In  the  matter  of  the 
Holborn  Union,  77 

II.  Township,  when  it  may  separately 

maintain  its  own  Poor. 

1.  The  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Per- 
shore,  contains  six  districts,  five 
of  them  having  always  been,  as  far 
back  as  can  be  traced,  distinct  cha- 
pelries,  and  separately  maintaining 
their  poor,  and  entirely  uncon- 
nected, both  with  each  other  and 
the  rest  of  the  parish,  for  all  paro- 
chial purposes.  The  sixth  dis- 
trict is  divided  into  St.  Andrew, 
Pershore,  and  Pensbami  contain* 
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ing  together  about  1300  acres,  and 
a  population  of  about  1000,  the 
river  Avon  running  between  them. 
Pensham  has  a  constable,  and  col- 
lects its  own  church,  highway, 
county,  and  constable  rates.  It 
has  no  church,  but  its  inhabitants 
attend  the  mother  church  of  St. 
Andrew,  Pershore,  in  common  with 
the  inhabitants  of  the  latter  place. 
St.  Andrew  has  two  overseers,  and 
supplies  the  vicar's  churchwarden  ; 
the  other  churchwarden  is  elected 
by  the  rate-payers  of  both  dis- 
tncts  out  of  the  mhabitants  of  Pen- 
sham.  Pensham  has  also  one  over- 
seer. The  poor  rates  for  the  two 
districts  are  separately  made  and 
collected,  but  when  collected  con- 
stitute a  common  fund,  which  is 
applied  indiscriminately  to  the  re- 
lief of  their  common  poor,  who  are 
also  maintained  together  at  their 
common  workhouse  in  the  St. 
Andrew  district. — Held,  that  Pen- 
sham was  not  a  separate  district 
for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor« 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  treat 
it  as  such  in  order  to  give  it  the 
benefit  of  the  43  EUz.  c.  2,  and 
that,  tlierefore,  an  appointment  of 
two  separate  overseers  for  it  was 
bad.  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices 
of  Worcestershire,  434 

III.  Poor^raU.     What  rateable, 

1.  Where  the  mains  and  pipes  of 
a  Gas  Company  are  distributed 
through  several  parishes,  the  pro- 
per criterion  for  the  assessment  of 
the  Company  to  each  parish,  is  not 
the  amount  of  receipts  for  gas  sup- 
plied therein,  but  a  proportion- 
able part  of  the  rent  at  which,  after 
deduction  for  the  wear  and  tear  of 
machinery,  the  works  of  the  Com- 
pany would  let,  calculated  accord- 
mg  to  the  improved  value  of  land, 
from  the  apparatus  and  works  of 
the  Company  laid  down  therein. 
The  proper  deduction    to    be 


made  from  the  rent  of  a  Compa- 
ny's works,  to  form  the  basis  of  a 
poor-rate  assessment,  is  such  an 
annual  sum  as  will  be  sufficient  to 
replace  the  works  when  worn  out. 

An  assessment  upon  the  above 
principles  is  not  levied  in  any  de- 
gree on  the  profits  of  the  Company. 

A  Gas  Company  in  the  town  of 
Cambridge,  which  consists  of  se- 
veral parishes,  in  which  are  situ- 
ated numerous  colleges  which  are 
extra-parochial,  supplied  gas  in 
mains  and  pipes  to  the  c(3leges, 
and  was  rated  therefore  to  the  pa- 
rishes in  which  the  colleges  are 
locally  situated : — Held,  that  the 
rate  was  bad,  the  Company  being 
rateable  in  respect  not  of  its  re- 
ceipts, but  the  land  occupied.  The 
Queen  v.  Cambridge  Gas  Light 
Company,  262 

Who  rateable. 

2,  On  an  appeal  against  a  poor-rate 
it  appeared  that  the  appellant  was 
the  servant  and  head  brewer  of 
R.  &  Co.,  and  that  by  an  agree- 
ment between  them  and  him,  they 
were  to  give  him  a  certain  salary 
and  a  house  belonging  to  them,  to 
occupy  free  of  rent  and  taxes,  and 
he  was  to  take  in  another  servant 
of  R,  &  Co.  if  required.  The  ap- 
pellant occupied  the  house  for  some 
time,  and  on  leaving  it  he  took  ano- 
ther house  not  belonging  to  them, 
which  he  occupied.  R,  Sc  Co. 
were  no  parties  to  the  taking  of 
this  house,  but  they  paid  the  rent 
and  rates.  The  appellant  was  as- 
sessed regularly  in  his  own  name 
for  the  window  duty,  and  also  for 
the  poor's  rate;  he  had  objected 
to  being  assessed  to  the  poor's 
rate,  but  the  two  last  rates  pre- 
vious to  the  one  appealed  against 
had  been  paid  without  objection. 
The  appellant  had  also  paid  the 
registration  shilling  under  the  Re- 
form Act,  and  had  voted  as  the 
occupier  with  a  10/.  qualification  : 
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— Held,  that  the  appellant  was  pro- 
perly rated,  as  his  occupation  was 
m  no  ways  subordinate  to  his  ser- 
vice, and  the  payment  of  rent  by 
R,  &  Co.  was  an  immaterial  cir- 
cumstance. The  Queen  v.  Wall 
Lynn,  41 1 

IV.  Settlement. 
By  renting  a  Tenement, 

1.  A  settlement  is  gained  by  a  pau- 
per who  has  occupied  a  tenement 
for  a  year,  and  paid  1 0/.  rent  in 
respect  of  it,  although  the  sum  of 
6s.  for  tithes  has  been  paid  by  his 
landlord.  The  Queen  v.  St,  John*s, 
Bedwardine,  302 

By  Apprenticeship, 

2,  A  minor,  by  indenture  of  appren- 
ticeship, put  himself  apprentice  to 
his  father  to  learn  the  trade  of  a 
tailor.  The  indenture  first  bore 
date  the  12th  December,  1813,  but 
the  parties,  for  the  fraudulent  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  minor  to  ex- 
ercise the  trade  of  a  tailor,  and 
have  full  benefit  of  the  5  Eliz,  c.  4, 
(then  in  force,)  after  five  years* 
apprenticeship,  caused  the  inden- 
ture, before  execution,  to  be  ante- 
dated two  years.  On  an  appeal 
touching  the  validity  of  this  inaen- 
ture,  held,  that  as  it  was  fraudu- 
lently intended  to  contravene  5 
Eliz,  c.  4,  s.  31,  it  was  altogether 
void,  although  the  appellant  parish 
was  no  party  to  the  fraud.  The 
Queen  v.  Lihabitants  of  Barmston, 

167 

V.  Order  of  Removal, 
And  see  post,  VI.  1 . 

Effect  of  when  confirmed  on  Appeal. 

1.  By  an  order  of  two  justices,  con- 
firmed on  appeal,  D.  S.  and  JS,  his 
wife,  with  their  six  children  (nam- 
ed therein)  were  removed  to  the 
parish  of  W .  A  subsequent  order 
was  obtained  for  the  removal  of 


W,  S,  to  the  parish  of  W,,  who  was 
born  during  the  marriage  of  /).  S. 
and  E.,  and  unemancipated  at  the 
date  of  the  first  order,  but  was  not 
named  in  it : — Held,  that  though 
the  first  order  of  removal,  con- 
firmed on  appeal,  was  conclusive 
as  to  all  the  facts  stated  in  it,  it 
was  competent  to  the  parish  of  W., 
on  appeal  against  the  subsequent 
order,  to  shew  a  new  state  of  facts, 
by  proving  that,  since  the  date  of 
the  first  order  of  sessions,  the 
marriage  between  the  father  and 
mother  of  fT.  S,  had  been  dis- 
solved by  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
as  void  ab  initio,  so  as  to  defeat 
his  derivative  settlement  in  the  ap- 
pellant parish.  The  Queen  v.  In- 
habitants of  Wye,  6 

VI.  Practice  under  Poor  Law  Amend- 
ment Act, 

1.  An  order  of  removal  is  bad,  unless 
the  removing  parish  serve  a  notice 
of  chargeability,  together  with  a 
copy  of  the  order  of  removal,  on 
the  other  parish.  The  Queen  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Brixham,  408 

2.  Under  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
s.  81,  requiring  the  parish  appeal- 
ing against  an  order  of  removal,  to 
deliver  to  the  overseers  of  the  re- 
spondent parish  a  written  state- 
ment of  the  grounds  of  appeal, 
fourteen  days  at  least  before  the 
first  day  of  sessions,  the  fourteen 
days  must  be  clear  days  exclu- 
sively of  the  day  of  the  delivery, 
and  of  the  first  day  of  sessions. 
The  Queen  v.  Justices  of  Salop, 

28G 

3.  A  statement  of  the  grounds  of  ap- 
peal against  an  order  of  removal 
was  duly  served  before  the  Epi- 
phany sessions,  when  the  appeal 
was  intended  to  be  tried,  but  in 
consequence  of  pressure  of  busi- 
ness was  made  a  remanet.  A  fresh 
statement,  differing  in  some  re- 
spects from  the  former,  was  after- 
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wards  served,  and  relied  upon  at 
the  next  sessions  :— Held,  that  the 
sessions  were  bound  to  hear  the 
appeal.  The  Queen  v.  Justices  of 
Derbyshire.  591 

4*  Chargeability,  notice  of,  arUet  1 . 

VII.  Removeability  of  Poor, 

A  bastard  child,  born  before  the 
passing  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76, 
living  apart  from  her  mother,  who 
had  married,  and  whose  husband 
was  alive,  is  removeable  to  the 
parish  of  her  birth,  although  within 
the  age  of  nurture.  The  Queen  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Wendron,  62 

POSTEA  (AMENDMENT  OF). 
See  Pleadino,  VI.  3. 

PRACTICE. 

See  Affidavit.— Attoeney,  2. — 
Certiorari,  2. *-Cost8— Manda- 
mus, 

1.  A  defendant  had  notice  to  admit 
certain  documents,  one  of  which 
was  described  as  the  counterpart 
of  a  lease,  and  an  order  to  admit 
was  thereupon  made.  At  the 
trial  the  instrument  produced  was 
signed  by  both  parties,  and  ap- 
peared to  be  a  lease,  but  it  only 
bore  a  counterpart  stamp : — Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  precluded 
by  his  admission  from  taking  the 
objection,  as  he  had  an  opportu- 
nity of  inspecting  the  document 
before  he  had  made  the  admission, 
and  ought  to  have  made  the  ob- 
jection then. 

This  Court  will  not  allow  a  party, 
as  a  matter  of  right,  to  shew  cause 
against  a  rule  in  the  first  instance, 
although  notice  has  been  given  to 
the  other  side.       Doe  v.  Smith. 

335 

2.  Where  an  affidavit,  upon  which  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  criminal  information 
has  been  obtained  for  a  libel,  omits 


to  shew  publication,  the  prosecutor 
cannot  afterwards,  when  cause  is 
shewn  against  the  rule,  avail  him- 
self of  affidavits  on  the  other  side, 
in  which  the  publication  is  ad- 
mitted.     The  Queen  v.  Baldwin, 

342 
S.  Where  a  writ  de  contumace  ca- 
piendo set  out  the  sentence  of  the 
Spiritual  Court,  which,  among 
other  matters,  directed  certain 
costs  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant, 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  re- 
fused to  quash  the  writ  for  an  al- 
leged invalidity  in  the  sentence,  as 
to  the  other  matters,  that  part  of 
it  being  good  which  awarded  costs 
against  the  defendant,  who  was 
therefore  in  contempt  for  the  non- 
payment of  them.  Kington  v. 
Hack.  3 

4.  Where  the  trial  is  in  term,  and 
the  defendant  surrenders  himself 
in  discharge  of  his  bail  in  a  subse- 
quent vacation,  the  surrender  re- 
lates back  to  the  preceding  term. 

The  affidavit  of  notice  of  render 
required  to  be  made  by  Reg.  Trin. 
1  Anne,  may  be  made  at  any  time 
before  the  defendant  is  charged  in 
execution.     Thorn  v.  Leslie,     305 

5.  Application  by  a  prisoner,  taken 
on  an  attachment  the  9d  of  Fe- 
bruary, made  to  the  Court  on  the 
10th  day  of  Easter  term,  to  be 
discharged  out  of  custody,  for  ir- 
regularity, the  affidavit  of  irregu- 
larity having  been  made  on  the 
20th  of  February,  is  too  late.  The 
Queen  v.  Burgess.  366 

PRESCRIPTION. 

See  Pleadino,  III.  3. 

1.  The  plaintiff  prescribed  under  2 
&  3  Will.  4,  c.  71,  first,  for  a  right 
of  pasture  thirty  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action ;  and, 
secondly,  for  a  right  of  simply 
turning  on  cattle  for  twenty  years. 
Evidence  was  given  of  acts  of  de- 
pasturing at  a  period  commencing 
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more  than  thirty  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  but 
that  more  than  twenty-eight  years 
before  the  suit,  (in  1809,)  a  rail 
was  erected  so  as  to  interrupt  the 
enjoyment  of  pasture,  and  that 
afterwards,  the  rail  having  been 
removed,  the  plaintiff  depastured 
for  twenty-eight  years.  —  Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  bound 
to  prove  that  the  rail  was  erected 
adversely  to  the  plaintiff's  right, 
but  that  the  onus  lay  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  prove  affirmatively  his  actual 
enjoyment  of  pasture  for  thirty 
years,  and  that  no  presumption 
could  be  admitted  in  his  favour, 
•  on  proof  of  enjoyment  for  a  less 
period. 

That  proof  of  his  enjoyment  of 
pasture  for  twenty-eight  years  did 
not  include  proof  of  the  right  of 
turning  on  for  twenty  years,  the 
latter  right  being  an  easement  only, 
a  right  of  quite  a  different  nature, 
and  of  which  no  evidence  was 
given. 

Per  LiUledaleJ.  A  plea  claiming 
for  twenty  years  next  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  a  right 
for  the  occupiers  of  &c.,  every  year, 
and  at  all  times  of  the  year,  to  turn 
in  cattle  upon  the  locus  in  quo, 
without  saying  for  what  purpose, 
is  demurrable.  Bailey  v.  Apple- 
yard.  257 
2,  Where  cattle  have  escaped  from 
an  adjoining  close  into  that  of  de- 
fendant's, through  defect  of  fences 
which  he  is  bound  to  repair,  he  is 
not  justified  in  driving  them  out 
into  the  highway  and  leaving  them 
there,  although  it  may  be  their 
best  way  back. 

QtkPre,  would  he  be  justified  if 
he  had  not  left  them  there,  but  had 
conducted  them  back  to  the  close 
from  which  thev  had  escaped  ? 
Carruihers  v.  HoUis.  246 

PROHIBITION. 
L  The  defendant  had  been  libelled 


in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  non- 
payment of  a  church-rate :  he  al- 
leged in  his  answer  that  the  rate 
was  retrospective :  the  plaintiff 
answered,  that  the  rate  was  in  part 
retrospective,  but  alleged  that  it 
was  applied  to  the  payment  of  ac- 
counts for  the  current  year:  the 
judge  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
rejected  the  plaintiff's  answer. 
The  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Court 
of  Arches,  who  reversed  the  de- 
cision ;  the  defendant  then  ap- 
pealed to  the  Privy  Council,  and 
before  any  proceedings  were  taken, 
applied  to  this  Court  for  a  pro- 
hibition : — Held,  that  there  was 
no  ground  for  prohibition,  as  the 
Court  would  intend  that  the  Privy 
Council  would  decide  the  appeal 
properly.  The  Queen  v.  Ju&nal 
Committee  of  the  P^vy  Council,  15  ' 
2.  Where  the  plaintiff  declared  in 
prohibition  that  he  had  been  li- 
belled by  the  defendant  in  a  Spiri- 
tual C/Ourt,  for  non-payment  of  a 
church-rate,  and  that  he  had  ex- 
cepted to  the  libel  on  different 
grounds,  one  of  which  was  as  to 
the  construction  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament, and  averred  that  the  said 
exceptions  were  not  the  subject 
of  ecclesiastical  recognizance,  and 
thereupon  prayed  for  a  writ  of 
prohibition: — Held,  that  he  had 
shewn  no  ground  for  prohibition, 
as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  Court 
below  were  proceeding  to  decide 
on  the  act  of  parliament,  or  that  it 
would  decide  contrary  to  the  com- 
mon law.  Hall  V.  Maule  and 
others.  459 

QUARTER  SESSIONS. 
See  Certiorahi,  1. 


QUO  WARRANTO. 

1.  Where  a  franchise  has  been  exer- 
cised for  many  centuries,  been  re- 
cognised by  ancient  statutes,  and 
it  is  probable,  from  all  the  circum* 
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stances  of  the  case,  both  that  such 
a  franchise  should  have  been 
granted,  and  that,  if  usurped,  it 
would  have  been  repeatedly  ques- 
tioned, which  did  not  appear  to 
be  the  fiict,  the  Court  will  not  grant 
a  rule  for  a  quo  warranto  to  try 
its  validity,  merely  because  it  can- 
not be  distinctly  traced  to  any 
legal  origin.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  Court  refused  a 
rule  to  the  Vice- Chancellor  of 
Cambridge  to  inquire  into  his  title 
to  license  alehouses  within  the  li- 
berties of  the  University. 

Qitnere^  would  quo  warranto  lie 
for  such  a  franchise  ?  The  Queen 
V.  Archdall, 

S.  Quo  warranto  information  does 
not  lie  against  the  freeman  of  a 
borough  who  does  not  appear  to 

»  possess  any  corporate  property, 
and  who  had  been  struck  off  the 
roll  of  electors  for  members  of 
parliament  by  the  revising  bar- 
rister.    The  Queen  v.  Pepper.  155 

3.  Where  a  councillor's  name  has 
been  expunged  from  the  burgess 
roll,  quo  warranto  is  the  proper 
mode  to  try  his  title  to  the  office, 
and  not  mandamus  to  the  mayor 
to  hold  a  fresh  election.  The 
Queen  v.  JUcketts.  151 


RATE. 

See  Poor,  III. — Church — Pro- 
hibition. 

RATED  INHABITANT. 

When  a  competent  Witness, 

See  Evidence,  II.  %. 

RECOVERY. 

See  Estate. 

REGULiE  GENERALES. 

1,  2,  379 


REPEALED  STATUTE, 

Effect  of. 

See  Highway,  1. — Statute,  1. 

RIVER. 

The  right  of  the  public  to  navigate  a 
public  river  is  paramount  to  any 
right  of  property  in  the  crown, 
which  therefore  never  had  the 
power  to  grant  a  weir  so  as  to  ob- 
struct the  public  navigation ;  and 
if  a  weir,  which  was  legally  granted 
in  such  a  river,  caused  obstruction 
at  any  subsequent  time,  it  became 
a  nuisance. 

Weirs  erected  in  public  rivers 
before  the  time  of  Edward  1 ,  al- 
though an  obstruction  to  naviga- 
tion, are  legalized  by  subsequent 
acts  of  the  legislature. 

In  trespass  for  destroying  a  weir 
in  the  plaintiff's  fishery, — plea  of 
justification  that  the  weir  was 
across  part  of  a  public  navigable 
river,  and  obstructing  the  naviga- 
tion of  the  same  ;  a  replication^ 
confessing  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  part  of  a  navigable  stream, 
but  alleging  that  the  locus  in  quo 
was  a  part  of  the  river  wholly 
distinct  from  the  channel  which 
the  public  had  navigated,  was  held 
good  after  verdict,  and  >  that  the 
plaintiff  might  shew  that  under  it 
the  navigation  in  the  locus  in  quo 
was  lawfully  obstructed.  WU- 
Hams  V,  Wilcox.  606 

RULES. 
See  New  Rules. 

SHERIFF. 

A  sheriff  cannot  recover  on  an  in- 
demnity bond  which  has  been 
procured  by  the  fraud  of  his  own 
officer. 

A  plea  to  an  action  on  such  a 
bond,  that  it  was  obtained  by  the 
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sheriff  and  others  in  collusion  with 
him  by  fraud  and  covin,  is  a  good 
plea.     Raphael  y,  Goodman.      547 

SIGNATURE.— See  Dbvise,  !• 

STAGE. 

The  legal  meaning  of  the  word 
**  stage- waggon"  is  a  conveyance 
that  carries  goods  or  passengers, 
for  hire,  from  one  fixed  point  to 
another. 

Thus,  where  a  local  turnpike 
act  imposed  a  certain  toll  on  every 
horse,  &c.  drawing  a  carriage  of 
any  description,  but  contained  an 
exception  for  every  person  who 
had  paid  toll  on  any  carriage,  &c. 
once  in  the  day  ;  and  the  act  con- 
tained a  further  proviso  that  every 
stage-coach,  diligence,  van,  ca- 
ravan, or  stage-waggon,  or  other 
stage-carriage,  conveying  passen- 
gers or  goods  for  pay  or  reward, 
should  pay  toll  every  time  of  pass- 
ing and  re-passing, — it  was  held, 
that  the  waggons  of  a  wharfinger, 
carrying  out  the  goods,  brought 
by  a  canal,  to  the  different  con- 
signees, and  collecting  the  goods 
from  persons  in  the  neighbour- 
hood, to  carry  to  his  wharf,  were 
not  *'  stage-waggons"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  The  Queen  v. 
Rwcoe.  428 

STAMP. 

See  Evidence. 

1.  An  instrument  operating  as  a 
further  security  for  a  sum  on 
which  the  ad  valorem  duty  has 
been  paid,  and  also  as  a  security 
for  an  additional  sum  advanced, 
is  not  exempted  from  any  other 
duty  with  regard  to  its  operation 
as  a  further  security  under  55 
Geo.  3,  c.  184,  Sched.  tit.  "  Mort- 
gage," than  the  ad  valorem  duty. 
Lant  V.  Peace.  3«9 

2.  A  mortgage  deed,  to  secure  300/. 


and  interest,  with  a  proviso  for 
redemption  iftbe  mortgagor  should 
repay  the  sum  due,  and  should 
pay  aU  rates  and  taxes  which  might 
be  imposed  on  the  premises,  and 
containing  a  covenant  also  to  the 
same  effect,  is  properly  stamped 
with  an  ad  valorem  stamp,  under 
55  Geo,  3,  c.  184,  and  does  not 
require  the  25/.  stamp  payable  on 
deeds  securing  a  sum  of  mdefinite 
amount.  Doe  d.  Merceron  v. 
Bragg.  644 

.  Where  j  udgment  by  defiiul t  passed 
against  a  defendant  in  ejectment, 
who  was  the  tenant  in  possession, 
and  a  writ  of  possession  issued 
out ;  an  instrument  signed  by  him, 
reciting  that  possession  had  not 
been  taken  under  the  judgment  at 
his  request,  and  that  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  had  devised  the  pre- 
mises to  A.  J5.,  and  witnessing  that 
he,  the  defendant,  then  attorned 
tenant  to  the  said  ji.  B.,  does  not 
require  a  stamp.    Doe  v.  Stniik. 

335 

STATUTE. 

I.  Repealed  Jet  in  forces  for  wKt^ 
purposes. 

Where  an  act  of  parliament  directs  a 
mode  of  procedure  to  be  adopted, 
as  contained  in  a  former  act,  the 
repeal  of  the  former  act  does  not 
operate  to  repeal  the  procedure 
directed,  which  is  to  be  considered 
as  incorporated  in  the  latter  act 
The  Queen  v.  Stock.  420 

See  Highway,  1. 

II.  Language  off  when  construed  to  be 

imperative. 

See  Action  on  the  Case. 

III.  Decisions  on  particular  Statutes. 

25  Edw.  3,  St.  4,  c.  4  (As  toL^ality 
of  Weirs). 

See  River. 
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21  Htn.  8,  c.  19  (Avowry). 

See  Pleading,  111.  2. 

5  El%%.  c.  4y  s.  dl  (Fraudulent  Inden- 
tures of  Apprenticeship). 
See  Poor,  IV.  2. 

Id  EUz.  c.  20  (Charge  on  Benefice). 
See  Clerotmak. 

43  EHt.  c.  2  (When  separate  Over- 
seers may  be  appointed  for  Town- 
ship). 

See  Poor,  II. 

43£&.  s.  9  (Costs). 

See  Costs. 

22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  9  (Costs). 

See  Costs. 
28  &  29  Car.  2. 
See  Devise — Frauds,  Statute  of. 

4  Anne,  c.  1 6  (Costs  of  double  Plead- 
ing)- 

See  Pleading,  II. 

4  Oeo.  2,  c.  28  (Double  value). 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
11  Geo.  2,  c.  19  (Avowry). 
See  Pleading,  III. 
25  Geo,  2,  c.  36. 

See  Theatres. 
13  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  s.  24. 

See  Highway. 
28  Geo.  3,  c.  30. 

See  Theatres. 
33  Geo,  3,  c.  54. 

See  Friendly  Society. 
39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  99. 

See  Pawnbroker. 
43  Geo.  S,  c.  46. 

See  Costs. 

54  Geo.  3,  c.  170,  s,  9  (As  to  rated 
Inhabitant,  when  a  competent 
Witness). 

See  Evidence,  II.  2. 

55  Geo.  3,  c.  68  (Stopping  up  Paths 
by  Church  Commissioners — Ap- 
peal). 

See  Church. 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  184. 

See  Stamp. 


59  Geo.  3,  c.  134,  s.  39  (Stopping  up 
Paths  by  Church  Commissioners 
— Appeal). 

See  Church. 

I  Geo.  4,  c.  119. 

See  Insolvent. 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  75  (Liability  for 
Rent  of  Bankrupt  Tenant;  and  s. 
127,  as  to  his  Estate  vesting  in 
Assignees). 

See  Bankrupt,  1,  3. 

7  Geo.  4,  c.  57. 

See  Insolvent. 

7  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  23  (Costs  of  Pro- 
secution). 

See  Criminal  Law. 

7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  75  (Waterman's 
Act). 

See  Waterman. 

9  Geo.  4,  c.  17,  s.  2  (Declaration  on 
Admission  to  Municipal  Office). 

See  Corporation. 

10  Geo.  4,  c.  28. 

See  Theatres. 

II  Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4,  c.  S^,  s.  7. 

See  Insolvent. 

11  Geo.  4  &  1  ^i7/.  4,  c.  64. 

See  Beer. 

1  wm.  4,  c.  21  (Mandamus,  Costs 
of). 

See  Mandamus. 

^&S  wm.  4,  c.  71  (Prescription). 
See  Pleading,  III.  3. 

4t&5WiU.  4,  c.  76. 

See  Poor. 

5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  50,  8. 1  (Not  retro- 
spective). 

See  Highway. 

5  &  6  WUl,  4,  c.  63  (Appointment  of 
Inspectors  of  Weights  and  Mea- 
sures). 

See  Corporation,  13. 

5&6  Will.  4,  c.  76  (Municipal  Cor- 
poration Act). 

See  Corporation. 
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1  Vict.  c.  78  (Irregularities  in  Muni- 
cipal Election  cured  by). 
See  CoRFO&ATioNf  3. 

SURRENDER. 

See  PLiADreo»  III.  9. 

THEATRES. 

Neither  letters-patent  from  the  crown, 
nor  a  licence  from  the  Lord  Cham- 
berlain, can  be  granted  for  any 
dramatic  performances  within  10 
Geo,  4,  c.  28,  except  in  Westmin- 
Aer,  or  some  place  wfaere  her  Ma- 
jesty may  be  residing ;  and  a  ses- 
sions licence  under  28  Geo.  3,  c. 
30,  which  is  the  only  other  autho- 
rity for  such  performance,  cannot 
be  granted  for  them,  unless  at  a 
place  not  within  twenty  miles  of 
London  and  Westminster.  Dra- 
matic performances,  therefore, 
within  twenty  miles  of  London  or 
Westminster,  and  not  in  West- 
minster or  in  the  place  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's residence,  cannot  be  ren- 
dered legal  by  any  authority  what- 
ever, for  the  25  Geo,  2,  c.  36,  ex- 
tends only  to  music  and  dancing. 
Levy  V.  Yates,  249 

TIME  (COMPUTATION  OF.) 

See  Attorney,  I. — Bebr — Pooa, 
VL2. 

TOLL. 
See  Bridge,  I. — Evidence,  IV.  3. 

TREASURY  (LORDS  OF). 

Their  jurisdiction  in  compensation 
cases  under  the  Municipal  Amend- 
ment Act. 

See  Corporation,  2. 

TRESPASS.    See  Order,  2. 
1.  Where  a  sheriff  was  lawfully  in  a 
room  occupied  by   an  under-te- 


nant of  the  plaintiff  in  his  dwell- 
ing-house, and  had  entered  the 
residue  of  the  dwelling  ihrough  an 
open  door  communicating  between 
the  two  tenements,  in  order  to 
seize  the  plaintiff's  goods  under  a 
fi.  fa.,  and  having  seized  the  goods, 
was  unable  to  carry  them  away 
without  himself  opening  the  outer 
door,  which  was  locked,  neither 
the  plaintiff,  nor  any  one  on  his 
behalf,  being  present  whom  the 
sheriff  could  request  to  open  the 
door : — Held,  that  he  was  justified 
in  breaking  the  outer  door  and  the 
lock  thereof,  in  order  to  carry 
away  the  ffoods. 

In  pleaainff  the  above  facts  as  a 
justification  m  trespass,  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  defendant  to 
aver  that  the  trespass  did  not 
happen  through  his  own  default  j 
as  such  a  fact  should  be  replied 
affirmatively  by  the  plaintiff,  rugk 
V.  Gr^hs.  187 

2*  Where  a  writ  of  capias  ad  re- 
spondendum has  been  set  aside 
for  irregularity,  the  attorney  who 
sued  it  out  is  liable  in  trespass. 
CodringioH  v.  Llojfd.  442 


VARIANCE.    See  Amendment. 


VESTRY. 

1.  If  a  poll  be  demanded  at  an  elec- 
tion for  churchwardens,  under 
Sturges  Bourne's  Act  (5H  Geo.  3, 
c.  69),  every  rated  inhabitant, 
whether  previously  present  at  the 
vestry  or  not,  has  a  right  to  come 
in  and  vote,  and  the  closing  of  the 
vestry  doors  during  the  poll,  so  as 
to  exclude  voters,  is  illegal. 

But  where  the  doors  were  so 
closed,  during  an  election  of 
churchwardens,  but  it  did  not  dis- 
tinctly appear  that  any  rated  in- 
habitant was  excluded  from  voting, 
the  Court  refused  to  grant  a  man- 
damus for  a  fresh  election.     The 
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QM€en  V.  Tke  Rector,  ^c.  of  St. 
Mary^  Lambeth.  416 

!.  Where  a  committee  had  been  ap- 
pointed by  a  vestry  in  March,  to 
consider  a  plan  then  produced, 
and  to  report  whether  it  would  be 
expedient  to  adopt  that  or  any 
other  plan  for  affording  additional 
accommodation  to  the  parishioners 
at  the  parish  church,  the  follow- 
ing was  held  to  be  sufficient  notice 
under  the  Church  Building  Acts 
(58  Geo.  3,  c.  45,  and  59  Geo.  3, 
c.  134),  and  the  Vestry  Act  (58 
Geo.  3,  c.  69),  that  the  object  of  a 
subsequent  meeting  was  to  autho- 
rize the  borrowing  of  money : — 
"24th  July,  1830.  Notice  is 
hereby  given,  that  a  vestry  will  be 
held  in  the  vestry-room  of  this 
parish  on  Monday,  the  2d  of  Au- 
gust, at  nine  o'clock,  &c.,  to  re- 
ceive a  report  from  the  church 
committee,  and  to  adopt  such 
measures  as  may  appear  necessary 
for  carrying  the  report  into  exe- 
cution." 

Quare,  would  the  notice  have 
been  sufficient,  if  the  latter  part 
of  it  ("  and  to  adopt  such  mea- 
sures, &c.")  had  been  omitted? 
SemblCf  per  Patteson  J.  that  it 
would.  Per  Lord  Denman  C.  J., 
and  LittUdale  J.,  that  it  would  not. 
Qucere,  also,  where  a  church 
rate  has  been  made  for  the  re- 
payment of  money  borrowed  under 
certain   acts,   and  a   parishioner, 


who  refuses  to  pay  the  rate,  on 
the  ground  that  sufficient  notice 
of  borrowing  the  money  was  not 
given  to  the  parish  under  those 
acts,  has  been  libelled  in  the  Arches 
Court,  has  this  Court  jurisdiction 
to  prohibit  the  Court  below,  after 
the  libel  has  been  admitted  to 
proof,  but  before  sentence  ?  Blunt 
V.  Harwood.  577 


VOLUNTARY  CONVEYANCE. 
See  Estate — Insolvent,  3. 

USE. 

See  Estate. 

WATERMEN. 

Under  section  57  of  the  Waterman's 
Act  (7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  75),  the 
Court  of  Mayor  and  Aldermen  are 
enabled  to  make  bye-laws  for  the 
regulation  of  '*  boats,  vessels,  and 
other  craft  to  be  rowed  or  worked 
within  the  limits  of  the  act :" — 
Held,  that  these  words  include 
steam-boats.      Tisdell    v.   Combe. 

29 

WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES. 

Appointment  of  inspectors  of. 
See  Corporation. 


WRIT.     See  Trespass,  %. 
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